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Chapter One

Introduction
1.1 Background to the Study
Corporate governance is a critical pillar of the financial system with far-reachin 'Q%ions for
economic performance. It establishes the relationships among shareholders, boardS of directors,
management, and other stakeholders, defining authority, accountabilit@\esponsibility in the
delivery of sustainable value'. Good corporate governance ensures“transparency, dependability,
and trust—key ingredients for attracting financial and capital, ensuring corporate
sustainability, and contributing to macroeconomic r&%ity. In the banking industry, the
relationship between monetary policy and C%J‘@ governance is mediated through macro-
prudential regulations. These policies, im %&ented by monetary authorities, aim to control

.

systemic risks that often arise from {ﬁs\nance imperfections such as asymmetric information,
moral hazard, and adverse s&gﬁ Thus, monetary and macro-prudential policies work

together to achieve broaé@%oeconomic objectives including price stability, financial system

resilience, and su{a@growthz.

Globally, co e governance (CG) has emerged as a cornerstone of economic development, as

goverﬁ&egd recognize the interdependence between sound macroeconomic management and

U'"C. T. Zwingina, Empirical Evaluation of Corporate Governance Practices on Sustainable Business
Practices in Nigeria, International Journal of Social Sciences and Management Research 10, no. 4 (2024):
236-49.

2 J. U. Nwafor et al., Corporate Governance and Economic Growth in Nigeria: The Role of Monetary
Policy, Innovations, no. 74 (September 2023). Retrieved on the 12" of July, 2025 from [PDF] Corporate
Governance and Economic Growth in Nigeria: The Role of Monetary Policy | Semantic Scholar
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robust microeconomic foundations. Even when economies design effective development policies
and enforce regulations, weak governance practices can undermine firm performance, distort
resource allocation, and hinder economic progress. Effective CG fosters interaction among
boards, shareholders, and stakeholders, strengthening internal control systems and promoting
transparency, accountability, and trust—conditions vital for long-term investment and stability?.
In developing and transitional economies, challenges in governance often o Q&fﬁcient
resource use, access to capital, and sustainable growth. High-quality governan¢e and a strong
governance index are crucial for improved firm performance and @itiveness. Investors
increasingly value transparency and accountability, often Qay premiums for credible

governance environments that ensure the flow of capital an ce productivity?.

In Sub-Saharan Africa, the interplay between econo%%&lopment, corporate governance, and
firm performance remains vital. The lev ’bonomic development significantly shapes
governance practices and determines thei ectiveness. Strong corporate governance enhances
operational efficiency, accounta%tgg\ and investor confidence, creating a conducive
environment for sustainabl%ﬂ&lopment and foreign investment*. Corporate governance
mechanisms—such as 'Qure standards, transparency in financial reporting, and shareholder
rights—form the@o of modern corporations. They protect firms from instability, boost
investor co%@ce, and ensure ethical balance between economic and social goals. Effective

goverﬁs{‘g/aligns corporate interests with societal welfare, thereby promoting inclusive and

3V. H. Prasad et al., Corporate Governance and Economic Performance: A Case Study of the Developing
Country, Corporate Governance and Organizational Behavior Review 6, no. 2 (2022).

4 1. L. A. Atugeba & E. Acquah-Sam, Economic Development, Corporate Governance, and Firm
Performance in Sub-Saharan Africa, Modern Finance 3, no. 1 (2025): 67-90
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sustainable economic prosperity> !. The significance of corporate governance for
entrepreneurship and economic development cannot be overstated. It encompasses the processes,
laws, and institutional frameworks that shape corporate control and accountability, mitigating
agency problems and enhancing managerial responsibility®. As economic systems evolve, the
quality of governance determines not only firm-level success but also the stability and growth of

% lead to

the broader economy. Weak governance, conversely, can magnify systemic ri Qn
de:l

crises, underscoring why sound governance remains integral to globa‘ opment and

prosperity’. é

Many of the banks liquidated in Nigeria during the 1990s wer@ﬁwith fraudulent activities
that led to monumental financial losses. Between 1991 a®996, a total of N8.2 billion was
involved in bank fraud, with the worst cases recora@%%, when N7.4 billion was reported
and actual losses amounted to N2.7 billion. %@ this fraud, particularly in the 14 liquidated
banks, stemmed from corporate governa ilures such as insider abuse. The Nigerian banking
system has long been character@% unethical practices contrary to sound governance
principles, including poor as@lity due to weak risk management, use of falsified documents

in foreign exchange tra sagns, and inaccurate financial reporting. Poor board composition and
non-compliance Q}
>D. H. Eézi et al., Corporate Governance and Its Role in Economic Development, Journal of Business

and Environmental Sciences 4, no. 2 (2025): 192-209.

tary policies further exacerbated insider abuses?.

©Y. I Jabil, S. A. Ilelah, and B. Shadrach, Corporate Governance, Entrepreneurship and Economic
Development in Nigeria, Sahel International Multidisciplinary Journal 7, no. 1 (2023): 63-81.

7'S. R. Hosseini Moghaddam, M. Adibpour, and A. Memaranejad, Relationship between Corporate
Governance and Capital Formation Using the Financial Development Channel in the Middle East and
OECD Countries, International Journal of Finance and Managerial Accounting 10, no. 37 (2025): 61-74.



Corporate governance as a formal concept ga,ined prominence after the 19th century, following
waves of financial crises and corporate scandals across major firms and Asian economies.
Organizations began adopting mechanisms, rules, and regulatory frameworks to mitigate fraud,
corruption, negligence, and accountability lapses that hindered growth and wasted resources.
Similar lessons emerged in other contexts, such as Fiji, where the failure of the National Bank of
Fiji (NBF) and losses at the Fiji Sugar Corporation (FSC) highlighted the d Qs f weak
governance. The Fiji National Provident Fund (FNPF) was able to recover @Qs 2010 write-
off through improved governance, though poor leadership decisio@ previously shaken

public confidence. These cases underscore how deficiencies a6 oper governance practices

can destabilize institutions?. Q

In Nigeria, concerns about the effectiveness of c%@%govemance have drawn significant
scholarly attention. Research has explore @and committee effectiveness, the role of
leadership, audit oversight, and barriers @lememing sound governance. Studies on Nigerian
banks have examined links betwee%&ca\mance structures, non-executive directors (NEDs), and
institutional performance. H " %, a key limitation of existing studies is that many overlook
how companies Wereﬁgged prior to the introduction of the Securities and Exchange

Commission (S]@/@

governance %capeg. Corporate governance remains a crucial framework for addressing

of 2003, which marked a turning point in Nigeria’s corporate

scand zﬁud, and corruption globally. It continues to evolve as organizations strive for

8 M. Agamah, “The Evolution of Corporate Governance in Nigeria: 1886-2018,” European Journal of
Business and Management Research 9, no. 5 (2024): 185-196.



accountability, transparency, and ethical management to prevent corporate failures and promote

sustainable growth’.

During the financial crisis of 1998 in Russia, Asia and Brazil, the behavior of companies affected
the entire economies and the defects in corporate governance put the stability of the global
financial system at risk. Just three years later, corporate confidence was strained L)&orporate
governance scandals in the United States and Europe, which led to sor@the largest
bankruptcies in history. After that, not only did the term corporate Q\gmﬂnce become a
buzzword, but economists, corporations, and policymakers everyw gan to recognize the
potential macroeconomic consequences of weak corporate g ance’. Fraud is a problem to
various stakeholders in Nigeria. It diminishes the proﬁtabihQnd this may lead to reduced firm
value. In the extreme case, it may threaten the 6@?and development this may impact
negatively on shareholder wealth. Despite rem%d technology adoption, fraudulent practices
continue to recur in various dimensio;&mom insider manipulation to management fraud,

suggesting deep-rooted structural wé{%sses within the banking sector!®.

The incidence of politic @uption, defined as the ‘corruption of public officials and
institutions’, has gr‘owﬁa point of ‘endemic and intractable.’ It has also reached a level where
the country’s n@le reputation as one of the most underdeveloped countries in the world is
blamed on woes of corruption and bad leadership’!!. Embodied in the endemic nature of

politic?Norruption in the country are embezzlement and outright looting of public funds,

® C. T. Zwingina, “Empirical Evaluation of Corporate Governance Practices on Sustainable Business
Practices in Nigeria,” International Journal of Social Sciences and Management Research 10, no. 4
(2024): 236-249.

10°C. A. Olelewe and J. U. Onwumere, “The Impact of Internet Banking on Bank Fraud in Nigeria,”
Asian Journal of Economics, Business and Accounting 24, no. 5 (2024): 510-524.



procurement fraud, payroll fraud, and bribery. Procurement fraud, for instance, is said to account

for up to 70% of total public sector corruption in Nigeria!!.

Money laundering has long undermined Nigeria’s economic and social fabric, facilitating
corruption, eroding trust in financial systems, and fueling criminal activities. Despite the
establishment of institutions such as the Economic and Financial Crimes Commissi{(EF CO)
and the enactment of the Money Laundering (Prevention) Act of 2011, the p@ persists!?2.
Several high-profile cases, including the alleged laundering involving Q and Industrial
Developments Limited (P&ID) and the $1.7 billion case impli former Minister of
Petroleum Resources Diezani Alison-Madueke, underscore tk@%f the challenge. Nigeria,
one of the world’s leading crude oil producers, suffers fr@deeply entrenched inequality, as
national wealth remains concentrated in the handsé?b%w public officials. This entrenched
malfeasance has hampered economic growt \@’Qmed the country a reputation for endemic
corruption. As former British Prime Miq&David Cameron (2016) once remarked, Nigeria is
“fantastically corrupt.” Financial an(gal\'tical corruption are deeply intertwined, manifesting in

embezzlement, fraud, cronyis&\%i money laundering!?.

Since Nigeria’s ret@mocratic governance in 1999, successive administrations have

promised to cimQt}rruption and strengthen accountability. Yet corruption continues unabated.

A, %ara, A. Akinyoade, D. Ehrhardt, and C. Uche, “Nigeria and the Practice of Whistleblowing:

How Not Yo Mobilize Citizens’ Participation in Anti-Corruption Programme,” Public Integrity (2025),
https://doi.org/10.1080/10999922.2025.2491254.

12.J. A. Olayiwola, A. A. Olalere, and F. M. Ajide, Corporate Governance and Money Laundering in
Nigerian  Listed  Companies, Journal of Economic Criminology 8 (2025): 100154,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconc.2025.100154.
13°0. A. Oyebanji and D. J. O. Omale, An Assessment of the Factors of Economic and Financial
Corruption by Public Officials in Nigeria, Journal of Economic Criminology 10 (2025): 100188,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconc.2025.100188.
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From Presidents Olusegun Obasanjo to Muhammadu Buhari, efforts to eradicate corruption have
yielded little success. In 2019 alone, ]675 billion was reportedly paid as bribes to public
officials, and in 60% of cases, officials demanded bribes directly'*. Corruption in Nigeria has
deep historical roots, dating back to the colonial era. Early exposure to corrupt administrative
practices embedded a culture of graft within institutional frameworks. In 2023, the National
Bureau of Statistics, in partnership with the United Nations Office on Drugs and &,eported
that public officials accepted bribes totaling N721 billion ($1.26 billion);” exacerbating

inefficiency and weakening governance'. Q

This systemic corruption has had devastating econor@&quences. Transparency
International’s Corruption Perceptions Index (2023) ranke&eria 145th out of 180 countries,
with a score of 25 out of 100, reflecting Widespreadg@on and its impact on public trust and
resource utilization. Research reveals that ’Qlocated to key sectors such as education,
healthcare, and infrastructure are often, q@naged or diverted, resulting in poor outcomes and
inflated costs'S. Reports from the&cea\lational Monetary Fund (2024) and other institutions
continue to highlight Nigeriz@%enched lack of transparency and accountability. Despite the
proliferation of anti-c ion agencies, progress has been negligible. The EFCC has

investigated 31 <st§¢Q&' vernors for corruption, prosecuted 11, but secured only two

Q

"
40. 0. @ and A. L. Rufus, Transparency and Accountability Concerns in the Nigerian Public
Sector,\% tional Journal of Research and Innovation in Social Science 8, no. 6 (2024): 24062416,
https://doiérg/10.47772/1JRISS.2024.806181.

5 D. H. Eugene, L. S. Matinja, and A. Umar, Corruption as a Barrier to Effective Governance in Key
Sectors of Nigeria, International Journal of Research and Innovation in Social Science 9, no. 4 (2025):
4953-4960, https://doi.org/10.47772/1JRISS.2025.90400356.

16 M. Hussaini and N. A. Kabuga, Impact of Corruption on Public Investment Qutcomes in Nigeria, Asian
Journal of Economics, Business and Accounting 25, no. 1 (2025): 197-221,
https://doi.org/10.9734/ajeba/2025/v25i11643.
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convictions—both later pardoned!”. Consequently, public confidence in anti-corruption efforts

has declined sharply, from over 70% in 2016 to about 30% in 2023.

Treasury looting, characterized by the embezzlement and misappropriation of public funds, has
persisted for decades. The oil boom era witnessed massive diversion of revenues intended for
development into private accounts. Recent scandals, including the misappropriation of defense
funds (Premium Times, 2016) and embezzlement within the Nigerian Na@ Petroleum
Corporation (NNPC), highlight ongoing fiscal irresponsibility. Such Bﬁt have deprived
critical sectors of much-needed resources, stifling economic prog d undermining social
welfare!®, Ultimately, corruption in Nigeria continues to hin@e elopment, distort resource
allocation, and deter foreign investment. Despite repeated [@ises of reform, little has changed
since 2017. Many citizens have grown desensitized,&%lg corruption as an inevitable aspect of
daily life. This normalization of dishonesb@%eft has damaged Nigeria’s reputation and
reinforced perceptions of a dysfunctiomb\&mreliable state!®.

Effective organizational gove&@fvnot only ensures compliance with whistleblowing
legislation but also strengt e@herence to broader legal and regulatory frameworks, enhances
internal controls, ang\" ns with stakeholder expectations. Within this governance system, the

internal audit fu@ plays a vital role through its independence, providing assurance and

7P. C. \@ uyne and J. H. Harvey, Corruption in Nigeria: Indifference and Neglect, Trends in
Organiz rime (2025), https://doi.org/10.1007/s12117-025-09574-4, Retrieved on the 14" of
September, 2025

18 S. Keremah Clever, The Impact of Corruption through Treasury Looting on Economic Performance in
Nigeria, IIARD International Journal of Banking and Finance Research 10, no. 9 (2024): 134-151,
https://doi.org/10.56201/ijbfr.v10.n09.2024.pg134.151.

9 A. P. Izuchukwu, The Impact of the Fight against Corruption on Nigeria’s Economy: A Case Study of
the Economic and Financial Crime Commission, International Journal of Social Sciences and
Management Research 9, no. 8 (2023): 153-181, https://doi.org/10.56201/ijssmr.v9.n08.2023.pg153.181.



https://doi.org/10.1007/s12117-025-09574-4
https://doi.org/10.56201/ijbfr.v10.no9.2024.pg134.151
https://doi.org/10.56201/ijssmr.v9.no8.2023.pg153.181

consulting services that reinforce ethical conduct and accountability?®. Compliance officers are
central to maintaining integrity and legality within organizations. Their authority to identify,
investigate, and correct noncompliance is essential for preventing financial liabilities,
reputational harm, and potential legal penalties. By protecting the organization from internal
misconduct, compliance officers serve as a safeguard—yet paradoxically, they are oft&exposed

S
(&

Whistleblowing systems are integral to preventing fraud, addressing irra&la ities, and fostering

to retaliation when fulfilling this duty?'.

good governance. Robust whistleblowing mechanisms reduce fraud @ arnings manipulation,

thereby improving transparency and accountability. Clear rotective disclosure policies
encourage employees to report unethical behavior without of reprisal, cultivating an ethical
culture and ensuring the reliability of financial rep@ . Across public organizations, ethics
management—anchored in codes of ethicg) atory frameworks, internal controls, and
integrity-building initiatives—has beco@ cornerstone of efforts to rebuild public trust.

However, implementing effective éigal management and promoting whistleblowing remain

challenging, particularly Wit@ ican public administration. Persistent integrity deficits, such

¢

20 P. Kagi . Garefalakis, 1. Passas, P. Kyriakogkonas, and N. Sariannidis, Whistleblowing based on
the lines model, Administrative Sciences 14, no. 5 (2024): 83,
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci14050083.

21 J. R. Boles, L. F. Eisenstadt, and J. M. Pacella, Protecting the protectors: Whistleblowing and
retaliation in the compliance arena, American Business Law Journal 62, no. 1 (2025): 23-44,
https://doi.org/10.1111/ablj.12255.

22 1. Belgacem, Whistleblowing disclosure as a shield against earnings management.: Evidence from the
insurance sector, Journal of Risk and Financial Management 18, no. 2 (2025): 65,
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm18020065.
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as corruption and low public trust, highlight the need for continued progress through anti-fraud

policies, ethical conduct promotion, and greater managerial willingness to report wrongdoing?3.

Whistleblowing, defined as the disclosure by current or former organizational members of illegal,
immoral, or illegitimate practices to entities capable of corrective action, represents a key
mechanism for accountability. It embodies the principle of speaking truth to power %requires
equitable capacity for all employees to participate. Increasingly, shareholde@ regulators
expect organizations to implement and protect effective speak-up system hzgempower workers
to report potential risks or misconduct**. Whistleblowers play a ¢ @ole not only from an
ethical standpoint but also for their economic and prever@%&ibutions. Their insider
perspective gives them a privileged view of internal misa@;t, making them one of the most
important sources for detecting wrongdoing and 6@%(: crimes®> 2%, Consequently, many
organizations have established internal Whiﬂ\@’ang systems to leverage employee insights,
detect misconduct early, and deter p@al wrongdoers by increasing the likelihood of

etection?’. CO\
d &
&

2 G. Onyango, How man§g espond to fraud, waste and mismanagement: Ethics management survey

in Uganda and Kenyag, ic Integrity (2024), https://doi.org/10.1080/10999922.2024.2317078.

24 K. Kenny and batishcheva, Whistleblowing as disclosure injustice: Testimonial and structural
barriers  to ng heard, Gender, Work & Organization 32, no. 1 (2025): 1-15,
https://doi.o =1111/gwa0.13270.

3 R. W’ G. Nasi, M. Cucciniello, and S. Grimmelikhuijsen, The power of framing: The role of
information provision in promoting whistleblowing, Public Administration 102, no. 4 (2024): 1342-1365,
https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12977.

26 W. Vandekerckhove, M. Fotaki, K. Kenny, and D. D. Ozdemir Kaya, “Signalling trustworthiness of

internal whistleblowing channels in organizations: Temporality matters!” Organization Studies 46, no. 1
(2025): 1-28, https://doi.org/10.1177/01708406251317262.

27 S. Kriigel and M. Uhl, Internal whistleblowing systems without proper sanctions may backfire, Journal
of Business Economics 93, no. 6 (2023): 13551383, https://doi.org/10.1007/s11573-023-01144-w.
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Operating internal whistleblowing channels is now a regulatory requirement in many
jurisdictions. Beyond compliance, these systems help minimize costs, prevent reputational
damage, and harness whistleblowing’s constructive potential to improve organizational behavior
and culture?s. Nonetheless, many organizations still struggle with effectively preventing and
addressing integrity violations, prompting ongoing examination of why internal whistleblowing
sometimes fails and how it can be strengthened?®. Ultimately, whistleblo 'Qsit at the
intersection of ethics, trust, and governance. Organizations may encoura&i} fulfill legal
obligations, protect reputations, or genuinely foster cultural improven@ﬂhile whistleblowers
often act to protect both the organization and themselves rather %m purely moral motives,

internal whistleblowing remains a form of prosocial behavi@a enefits both parties?% 27,

International organisations like the World Bank, the@ed Nations, the European Commission,

and the Council of Europe, among others, h@med the significance of whistleblowing as

a tool, mechanism, system, and activitx\' preventing wrongdoing in the public sector. The

European Commission’s adoption Qﬁﬁl?\EU Directive 2019/1937 on the Protection of Persons

Who Report Breaches of Uni . constituted a new opportunity to harmonize whistleblower

legislation among me%blgtates. The UNCAC Coalition of civil society organizations has
i

proposed measu:é%é"

improveme@vhistleblower protection mechanisms by tracking and transparently reporting

plementing the Directive more effectively monitoring and constant

the nlk@ of whistleblower reports filed and their respective follow-up actions®. These

passages demonstrate that whistleblowing has gained global institutional legitimacy, anchored in

28 S, Klarenbeek and R. van Eijbergen, Strengthening internal reporting systems: A qualitative study into
the role of Dutch confidential advisors, Public Integrity 26, no. 5 (2024): 550-561.

2 Baljija, S. K., & Min, K.S. Evaluating the effectiveness of whistleblower protection: A new index. Data
& Policy, 5(e28). Cambridge University Press, 2023. Retrieved on the 12% of July, 2025 from
https://doi.org/10.1017/dap.2023.20
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international conventions (UNCAC), EU Directives, and multilateral initiatives that position

whistleblowing as a key anti-corruption mechanism.

There are more than 40 pieces of legislation concerning whistleblowing provisions across many
jurisdictions in the US. However, in other countries, such as Indonesia, there is a lack of law
enforcement related to retaliation against whistleblowers. In countries such as \Indonesia,
whistleblower protection systems and laws relating to whistleblowing haVQQbeen fully
regulated®®. As such, while developed states (e.g., EU, US, South y%g).ﬁave embedded

whistleblowing in formal legal frameworks, emerging and transiomies (e.g., Kosovo,
d

Indonesia) are still in early stages of adoption—often charac@e y partial implementation,

limited enforcement, and evolving public acceptance. Thisdifference is potentially due to the
weakness of whistleblowing protection in Ind(@ which opens avenues for further
understanding the role of societal cultures il@@@mg whistleblowers around the globe®. The
nature and mechanisms of whistleblowq\' tection vary in different countries, often based on
jurisdictional differences. Overall,é‘kca\leblower protection supports employees who wish to
report corruption, fraud, or \.bb&oing. Such protection must be meaningful and incorporated
into organizational s%&s and policies. Individuals tend to show reluctance to report

corruption becalﬁé\:‘sﬂ

whistleblowi m organizational disloyalty constitutes an increasing emphasis on developing

herence to the loyalty-betrayal paradox. The need to dissociate

effecti\%géhanisms”.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

30 Latan, H., Chiappetta Jabbour, C. J., Ali, M., Lopes de Sousa Jabbour, A. B., & Vo-Thanh, T. What
makes you a whistleblower? A multi-country field study on the determinants of the intention to report
wrongdoing. Journal of Business Ethics, 183, 2023, 885-905.
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Whistleblowing is a critical component of corporate governance and accountability mechanisms,
serving as a means through which individuals can disclose unethical, illegal, or corrupt practices
within organizations. In the Nigerian context, whistleblowing has the potential to play a
transformative role in promoting transparency, curbing corruption, and fostering ethical conduct.
However, despite its recognized importance, the effectiveness of whistleblowing as a governance
tool remains limited due to several persistent challenges that hinder its imp $on and
acceptance. One of the foremost challenges is the absence of comprehen%eégislation that
provides adequate protection for whistleblowers. The existing lega]®nxwork in Nigeria is
fragmented and lacks the cohesion necessary to ensure consi@ rcement and protection.
Consequently, whistleblowers are often left VulnerabQ) retaliation, victimization, or
professional marginalization, thereby discouragir&ﬁb'v duals from coming forward with
O
O

Closely linked to this is the fear of retal@ which remains a significant deterrent to potential

valuable information.

whistleblowers. Individuals who c@%& reporting wrongdoing often face the risk of job loss,
demotion, harassment, or s ?{gexclusion. This fear perpetuates a culture of silence and

complicity, where cog):b and malpractice continue unchecked due to a lack of credible
reporting. Furth g(%,'

e lack of public awareness and trust in existing whistleblowing
mechanismrbates the problem. Many employees and citizens are either unaware of the
chann&{&ﬂlable for reporting misconduct or skeptical about the confidentiality and integrity of

such systems. This lack of awareness and confidence contributes to underreporting and

undermines the overall purpose of whistleblowing frameworks.

Additionally, ineffective reporting mechanisms and bureaucratic bottlenecks impede the process

of disclosure and investigation. In many cases, reporting platforms lack the necessary

14



technological and institutional support to guarantee anonymity and swift action. As a result,
reports are often mishandled, ignored, or compromised, which further erodes public trust in the
system. Lastly, the absence of adequate incentives and rewards for whistleblowers discourages
individuals from taking the risk associated with disclosure. Without sufficient recognition,
compensation, or protection, potential whistleblowers may find little motivation to expose
corruption, especially when weighed against the personal and professional Q%Volved.
Collectively, these challenges severely limit the efficacy of whistleblowing fas afi“instrument of
good governance in Nigeria. Addressing these systemic barriers @refore essential to

strengthening transparency, enhancing accountability, and fost@hical culture across both

public and private institutions. Q
1.3  Aims and objectives of the study er
The overall aim of this study is to appraise t ncept of whistleblowing as a corporate

governance tool in Nigeria. The specific O‘t@es are to:

i.  Critically analyse the conce@v\ustleblowing and its theoretical underpinnings as a
component of corporate@%ﬁance.

ii.  Examine and eva@ he adequacy of the existing legal and institutional framework for

whistlebk@ igeria.
e

iil. Identiﬁ@ iscuss the socio-cultural, legal, and practical challenges inhibiting effective

(@lowing in Nigeria.

iv.  Propose viable recommendations for a robust, effective, and culturally-sensitive

whistleblowing framework in Nigeria.

14 Research Questions

15



1. What are the conceptual and theoretical foundations of whistleblowing within corporate
governance?
ii.  How adequate is the existing legal and institutional framework governing whistleblowing
in Nigeria?
iii. ~ What are the major challenges and impediments to effective whistleblowing&olicies in
Nigeria? Q
iv.  What comparative lessons can be drawn from the whistleblowin@\es of more
developed jurisdictions? Q
1.5  Significance of the Study %
This study possesses substantial theoretical, practical, an icY relevance to the discipline of
law and the broader field of corporate governanc !@tes whistleblowing within the legal
architecture of accountability, transparency, a ical compliance in Nigeria’s corporate

environment, thereby contributing to an emerging body of scholarship on governance reform and

anti-corruption jurisprudence. CO\
S

From a theoretical standpoint@esearch deepens the legal understanding of whistleblowing as

an essential corporate @nce mechanism. It interrogates the relationship between law, ethics,

and organizatior{‘sgxo

governance t@:res in promoting integrity and compliance. The study contributes to doctrinal

tability by examining how whistleblowing complements existing

and c%egﬁal discourse by analysing whistleblowing within the framework of corporate law,
administrative justice, and labour protection. In doing so, it extends the theoretical boundaries of
Nigerian corporate governance scholarship and offers an analytical foundation for future

research on the intersection of law, ethics, and institutional accountability.
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Practically, this study provides critical insights for corporate regulators, policy implementers,
and private sector institutions. By appraising the operational realities of whistleblowing in
Nigeria—such as weak institutional enforcement, fear of retaliation, and inadequate protection—
it offers empirical and normative recommendations for strengthening internal reporting systems.
The findings will assist corporations in developing legally sound and ethically responsive
whistleblowing frameworks that safeguard employees, deter malfeasance, and e Q&rporate
compliance. For practitioners, such as compliance officers, internal auditorsjand™egal advisors,

the study furnishes a valuable reference for designing govemanc@aligned with global

Legally, the study underscores the necessity for coml@nsive whistleblower protection

best practices.

legislation in Nigeria. It exposes the fragmentati% insufficiency of existing regulatory
instruments and advocates for statutory, ’blidation to ensure effective protection,
N

confidentiality, and redress mechanisms,&vhistleblowers. The study’s recommendations will
be useful to lawmakers, regulatorszc@a\nti—corruption bodies—such as the EFCC, ICPC, and
the Securities and Exchan .$mmission—in reforming the legal framework governing
corporate accountabilit Qoreover, it advances Nigeria’s compliance with international
obligations und{ﬂ:ﬁgﬁl ents such as the United Nations Convention against Corruption
(UNCAC) % igns with comparative standards established within the European Union and

other _]\Kis/gdtions.

On a broader plane, the study bears social and developmental importance by reinforcing the role
of whistleblowing in promoting transparency, good governance, and the rule of law. By
encouraging disclosures of wrongdoing and strengthening institutional integrity, whistleblowing

contributes to the fight against corruption and the promotion of ethical public administration.
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This research thus supports the realization of sustainable development objectives, fosters public
confidence in governance institutions, and contributes to the evolution of a more transparent and
accountable corporate culture in Nigeria. Ultimately, it demonstrates that effective legal
protection for whistleblowers is indispensable to achieving democratic governance, economic
stability, and the entrenchment of justice within corporate and public sectors alike.

1.6 Scope of the Study Q

This study focuses on examining whistle-blowing as an essential instn@ of corporate
governance within the Nigerian context. It investigates the extent @ﬁch whistle-blowing
mechanisms contribute to transparency, accountability, and e '(@mpliance in both public
and private sector organizations in Nigeria. The study is@ to analyzing the awareness,
effectiveness, and challenges of existing whistle-bl wj@blicies and practices among selected
corporate institutions, regulatory agencies, and r t stakeholders. The geographical scope of
the research is confined to Nigeria, with spe %case studies drawn from organizations operating

.

within key sectors such as banking, @ gas, and public service. The study covers the legal
and institutional frameworks® @gﬁing whistle-blowing in Nigeria, including the roles of
agencies like the Econonﬁ%l Financial Crimes Commission (EFCC), the Independent Corrupt
Practices and O ated Offences Commission (ICPC), and the Federal Ministry of
Finance’s wh% ower policy. Temporal coverage is limited to whistle-blowing activities and
develo&/ etween 2016—when the federal whistle-blower policy was introduced—and
2025. The study does not extend to informal whistle-blowing or non-corporate environments. It
also does not focus on comparative analysis with other countries, although relevant references

may be made to strengthen the argument. This scope ensures a focused investigation into how
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whistle-blowing practices are shaping corporate governance in Nigeria and the extent to which
they deter corruption, promote ethical standards, and strengthen institutional integrity.

1.7  Methodology

In order to comprehend the handling of whistleblowing incidents and determine the
responsibilities of managers and other stakeholders in the whistleblowing process, this study
took a conceptual approach, drawing on existing literature. It used conceptu Qﬁ%ﬂing of
systems dynamics and offered a better way to deal with the difficulties of intefpretation and
whistleblowing in Nigerian organisations. O

1.8 Operational Definition of Terms %

Whistle-Blowing: Whistle-blowing refers to the act of ex Qrongdoing, unethical conduct,
fraud, or illegal activities within an organizatio bb% employee or insider. This study
specifically relates to the formal or informal §

ing of corporate misconduct to internal

authorities or external regulatory bodies in&g\eia.

Whistle-Blower: A whistle—blowe%ggindividual—usually an employee, former employee, or

stakeholder—who discloses i tion about unethical, illegal, or improper practices within an

anonymous or di(c!(gsg\‘h

organization with the @f initiating corrective action. The person may choose to remain

r identity depending on the level of protection provided.

Corporate rnance: Corporate governance refers to the system of rules, practices, and
processesby which a company is directed and controlled. It encompasses mechanisms that
ensure accountability, transparency, fairness, and ethical behavior among corporate stakeholders,

including management, employees, shareholders, and regulators.

Corporate Governance Tool: This term describes any mechanism, process, or strategy used to

enhance ethical standards, promote accountability, and ensure compliance within corporate
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structures. In this context, whistle-blowing is examined as a strategic tool used to strengthen

corporate governance.

Ethical Standards: Ethical standards are the principles that guide the behavior and decision-
making processes within organizations. They include honesty, integrity, fairness, and adherence

to both legal and moral obligations. \

Fraud and Corruption: Fraud involves intentional deception to secure unfa{:@] awful gain,
while corruption refers to abuse of entrusted power for private gain. Bolﬁ{e common issues in

Nigerian corporate and public institutions and are key targets of wl% wing efforts.

Regulatory Bodies: These are official institutions establi law to oversee and enforce
compliance with corporate and ethical standards. In \}@, relevant bodies include the EFCC
(Economic and Financial Crimes Commission), | ndependent Corrupt Practices and Other

Related Offences Commission), and the Se }ms:; and Exchange Commission (SEC).

Nigerian Whistle-Blower Policy (Z@ This is a federal government initiative introduced in
2016 to encourage individuals Q&port financial and other related crimes by offering monetary

rewards and legal protec@a whistleblowers.

Transparency: {[ransparency refers to the openness and clarity with which organizations
conduct the@rations, including the free flow of information to stakeholders. It is a critical

elemen\s&%th whistle-blowing and corporate governance.

Accountability: Accountability involves holding individuals and organizations responsible for
their actions, particularly in managing resources, complying with rules, and delivering results.

Whistle-blowing plays a key role in promoting accountability.
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Chapter Two

Literature Review

This chapter provides a comprehensive review of relevant literature on whistl
corporate governance tool. It examines conceptual, theoretical, and empiric ctives that
form the foundation of this study. The review begins with an explora g{he concept and
motivations of whistleblowing, followed by a discussion of& eoretical frameworks
underpinning the phenomenon, including Agency Theo Stakeholder Theory. It then
analyzes the role of whistleblowing in strengthenin@ orate governance through fraud

prevention, transparency enhancement, internal confé’gd ethical culture development.

2.1 Conceptual Review @
2.1.2 Concept of Whistleblowing év\’&

Whistleblowing is generally d.eﬁk@ the act of disclosing information about illegal, unethical,
or harmful activities occ i@/ithin an organization. This disclosure can be directed either
internally (within t?g&mzation) or externally (to the public, regulatory bodies, or the media).
Whistleblowers @eport misconduct such as corruption, fraud, abuse, safety violations,
environme §rm, or other forms of wrongdoing. The primary purpose of whistleblowing is to

alert Wities or the public to a threat or injustice that requires immediate attention or

correction®!. The ethical justification for whistleblowing stems from a commitment to

31 Visslan. "What Is the Difference Between Internal and External Whistleblowing?" Visslan.
Last modified March 10, 2021. https://www.visslan.com/en-blog/what-is-the-difference-
between-internal-and-external-whistleblowing?
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transparency and the public good. Whistleblowers play a pivotal role in preventing or exposing
wrongdoing that could cause substantial harm if left unchecked. However, whistleblowing can
have complex legal and social consequences, making the decision to report misconduct a
potentially risky and difficult one for employees®!. Moreover, the motivations behind
whistleblowing and the paths through which disclosures are made can significantly Kact both

X

One of the most significant distinctions in the whistleblowing process ig(h the disclosure

the whistleblower and the organization involved.

occurs internally or externally. Each approach carries unique advz%@md challenges for the
blowing refers to the act of

whistleblower, the organization, and the public. Internal w
reporting misconduct to authorities or entities within the @ﬁzation itself. This may include
reporting to a supervisor, manager, internal compl%%ofﬁcer, or a designated ethics hotline.
Internal whistleblowing is often seen as the N@of defense for organizations to identify and
address issues before they escalate. If 4 rceived as more confidential and less risky than
external reporting, as the whistlebk@(&ca}oes not expose the organization’s issues to the outside
world. Furthermore, many o@tions establish whistleblower protection policies to safeguard

individuals who report Qduct internally™2.

)

[ ]
The main adv nt@ internal whistleblowing is that it gives the organization an opportunity to
address an the issue without external interference. This can preserve the organization’s
reputa%wnd avoid the potential legal and financial consequences that may result from external

reporting. Moreover, internal whistleblowing may allow for a more nuanced approach to

32 Clym. "Internal vs. External Whistleblowing: Key Differences, Benefits, and Legal
Protections." Clym. Last modified November 19, 2021. https://www.clym.io/blog/internal-vs-
external-whistleblowing-key-differences-benefits-and-legal-protections?
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resolving conflicts, where the organization has the chance to investigate the matter thoroughly
and take corrective actions®2. However, internal whistleblowing can also be problematic. In cases
where the organization has a culture of retaliation or the misconduct involves senior leadership,
the whistleblower may face significant risks, such as job loss, harassment, or damage to their
professional reputation. As a result, some whistleblowers may hesitate to report issues internally,

fearing that their concerns will not be adequately addressed or that they will E«le hed for

speaking out?!. &<

External whistleblowing occurs when an individual reports miscond Xternal authorities or
the general public. This may include regulatory bodies su@%vemment agencies, law
enforcement, or even the media. External Whistleblowing@n arises when internal reporting
mechanisms are unavailable, ineffective, or compro%’s@ For example, if a whistleblower fears
that the organization will retaliate or cover e, they may choose to escalate their report
to external entities®. While external whig&)wing can be an effective tool for exposing serious
misconduct, it can also be risky for&ca}ividual making the disclosure. The whistleblower may
face professional, social, or .&% consequences, including defamation claims or the loss of
employment. Moreover, organization in question may suffer reputational damage, legal

°
sanctions, or ﬁnﬁ%@alties. In some cases, external whistleblowers may even face criminal

charges for orized disclosure of confidential information?'.

Howe\%s/extemal reporting can also serve as a critical safeguard for society, especially in
instances where internal reporting may not be effective. For example, when regulatory
authorities or journalists expose corporate or governmental misconduct, the findings may lead to
reforms, public awareness, and legal action. Additionally, external whistleblowing often

generates public interest and political pressure that can compel organizations to correct their
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actions®'. The motivations behind whistleblowing can significantly influence how reports are
received and the legal protections available to the whistleblower. Whistleblowing can be
classified as either good faith or malicious, depending on the intent and truthfulness of the
allegations made. Good faith whistleblowing occurs when an individual reports misconduct
based on a genuine belief that illegal or unethical activity has taken place. In good faith
whistleblowing, the whistleblower may not necessarily have complete evidence Qts ith the
sincere intention of protecting public interest or upholding ethical standards.@ljgy element of
good faith is that the whistleblower believes, to the best of their kn@ e, that the reported
information is true. Good faith whistleblowers are generally protected from retaliation under

various laws, such as the Sarbanes-Oxley Act in the Unite@ , which safeguards employees

who report securities violations in good faith??. be

Whistleblowing in good faith is often seen 1 mechanism for improving organizational
behavior, as it enables the detection an&*rection of problems that might otherwise remain
hidden. Moreover, employees Wh@%\r‘[ misconduct in good faith help foster a culture of
accountability and ethical re@kility within the organization. However, it is important to note
that even good faith w&@owers may sometimes be mistaken, and not all allegations turn out

[ ]
to be accurate. ]\@

granted leg%@ﬁction from retaliation®*. Malicious whistleblowing, in contrast, refers to the act

léss, as long as the whistleblower acts in good faith, they are typically

of mal%%ﬂse or exaggerated claims with the intent to harm an individual, organization, or both.
In some cases, malicious whistleblowing can be motivated by personal animus, such as revenge

or a desire to damage someone’s reputation. Malicious reports can have serious consequences for

33 Kingsiegel. "Mistaken Whistleblower Claims: What Happens When Allegations Are False?"
Kingsiegel. Last modified May 17, 2021. https://www.kingsiegel.com/blog/mistaken-
whistleblower-claims/?
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both the accused and the whistleblower, leading to defamation lawsuits, damage to careers, and
the loss of legal protections. Legal frameworks often differentiate between good faith and
malicious reporting. Malicious whistleblowing is not generally protected under whistleblower
protection laws, and individuals who make false or defamatory claims may be subject to legal
actions®. It is crucial for organizations to develop clear policies and procedures for inyestigating
whistleblowing claims to distinguish between genuine reports and malici Qﬁgations.
Additionally, transparency in the handling of whistleblower complaints can prevefit undue harm

to individuals or organizations when false claims are made.

O

2.1.3 The Whistleblower: Motivations Q$

Altruism is one of the most common motivationsgind whistleblowing. Altruistic
whistleblowers are motivated by a desire to protem&&s, typically the public, from harm or
unethical practices. These individuals report ing to ensure the welfare of others, whether
it is to safeguard public health, prevent @nmental damage, or protect consumers. Studies on
whistleblowing often highlight al%ictg\motives as the primary driver, with whistleblowers
seeing their actions as a m%ﬂsponsibility“. Altruism is particularly prevalent in public
service sectors where 1 (@Jals have strong commitments to ethical behavior and public trust.
Research in the @%&r sector, for example, shows that professionals are more likely to blow
the whistle (}Séafe medical practices due to their moral obligation to patient safety*>. Similarly,
employ%gﬂ organizations with a strong ethical culture are often motivated by a sense of duty

toward their profession and the community they serve. Altruistic whistleblowers are generally

34 Miceli, Marcia P., and Janet P. Near. Blowing the Whistle: The Organizational and Legal
Implications for Employees. The Journal of Social Issues 48, no. 3 (1992): 19-39.

35 Dworkin, T. M. Whistleblower Protection: A Guide for Health Care Professionals. Healthcare
Management Review 26, no. 1 (2001): 13-22.
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seen as selfless individuals who put the greater good ahead of personal interests, including
potential career repercussions. However, while altruistic motives may serve to promote positive
societal change, they also expose the whistleblower to significant personal and professional risks,

such as retaliation or social ostracization?*.

Another motivation for whistleblowing is personal revenge. Some individuals blow & whistle
as a response to perceived injustice, personal harm, or mistreatment within @annization.
Revenge-driven whistleblowers are not necessarily motivated by a desi}&tgpnbtect others but

instead seek to retaliate against those who they feel have them. This form of
u

whistleblowing is often more driven by personal grievanc@s as workplace bullying,

discrimination, or unfair treatment, rather than ethical or n@ concerns about the wrongdoing
itself. Research indicates that individuals who feel %{@Qed or alienated within an organization
may report misconduct as an act of retaliatv@%st those responsible for their grievances3®.
Revenge-driven whistleblowers may a.ls&ﬂ'% their disclosures as a means to regain control or
power within the organization or t(@%\the organization itself. These individuals may perceive
their whistleblowing actions . *orm of retribution for injustices they have faced, whether it
involves unfair prom(&}b\arassment, or other negative experiences in the workplace. This

form of Whisﬂ@\g

whistleblow reduce the impact of the whistleblowing process itself. However, it is

can be problematic, as it may undermine the credibility of the

imporﬁ;{t/%'acknowledge that revenge can often be interlinked with other motivations, such as a

36 Cheeks, Richard. Whistleblowing in Organizations: A Comprehensive Review of Literature.
2006. Accessed October 13, 2025. richardcheeks.com.
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desire for justice or reparation, particularly when whistleblowers feel that no other recourse for

addressing their grievances exists®’.

Duty-bound whistleblowers are individuals who feel an ethical or professional obligation to
report misconduct, irrespective of personal benefits or harms. This motivation can be particularly
strong in fields where professionals are held to high ethical standards, such as hea%re, law,
finance, and law enforcement. Professionals in these sectors often have a duty t@‘l unethical
conduct to protect their clients, patients, or the general public from harm histléblowing driven
by a sense of duty is deeply tied to the ethical frameworks that gui se professions. In the
healthcare sector, for example, doctors, nurses, and other cdre professionals may feel
compelled to report violations of safety standards, patient z@, or malpractice because of their
professional duty to protect patient health and w@ Similar motivations are seen in law
enforcement, where officers may blow the %’Q corruption or illegal activities within their
ranks to uphold the law and ensure justig&ccording to studies, individuals motivated by duty
are typically more resilient to the [@&g&l risks of retaliation because their actions are based on

a strong sense of moral oblig@ther than personal interests?®,

Duty-driven whistlelgl\' ing 1s often seen as the most ethically sound form of reporting, as it is
[ ]
primarily motivated by the desire to do what is right. However, it can also place considerable

pressure o ndividual, as they must balance their professional obligations with the risks

involvékin exposing wrongdoing.

37 Lange, David. Whistleblowing and Organizational Justice. Journal of Business Ethics 102 (2)
2013; 373-393.

38 Jubb, P. B. Whistleblowing: A Supportive Approach. Public Administration Review 59 (2),
1999, 8-15.
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In addition to understanding the motivations behind whistleblowing, it is important to explore the
different typologies that classify whistleblowers based on their behaviors and reporting strategies.
These typologies help organizations understand the different ways in which whistleblowers
engage with their systems and the potential impact on organizational practices. A key distinction
in whistleblower typology is between internal and external whistleblowers. Internal
whistleblowers are those who report misconduct within their organization Qn through
designated reporting channels such as ethics hotlines or supervisors. External whistleblowers, on
the other hand, report wrongdoing to external entities, such as goverr@x‘ugencies, regulators,

or the media. The decision to blow the whistle internally or exte y is often influenced by

factors like the perceived effectiveness of internal repo cchanisms, the severity of the

misconduct, and concerns about retaliation*. ; be

Internal whistleblowing can be seen as a les@oute, as it often allows the organization the
opportunity to address the issue without~iivolving external parties. However, when internal
channels are ineffective or comr@t&cﬁ\d, whistleblowers may resort to external reporting.
Research has found that ext@vhistleblowers are more likely to face significant retaliation
and career repercussions, they often view their actions as necessary to protect broader
societal interests@%th r important distinction is between formal and informal whistleblowers.
Formal whi @owers adhere to established reporting protocols and often follow a structured
proces\{o/%porting misconduct. This can include filing a formal complaint or using designated
internal mechanisms, such as an ethics hotline. Informal whistleblowers, however, may disclose
misconduct through less formal means, such as casual conversations or social media platforms.
Informal whistleblowing can serve as a precursor to formal reporting or can function as an

alternative route for those who perceive formal channels as ineffective or unsafe’*.
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2.1.4 Psychological Factors Influencing Whistleblowing

Whistleblowing is ultimately a psychological act as much as it is a legal or organizational one: an
individual must notice wrongdoing, appraise its moral significance, weigh personal and social
costs, anticipate organizational responses, and form an intention to speak up through a specific
channel. A foundational way to understand this process comes from Near and M1c 1i’s work,
which framed whistleblowing as “organizational dissidence” shaped by moti on power
relations, and perceived wrongdoing; they emphasized that decisions unfdld aS“people move
from awareness to reporting while anticipating authority reactions and xle retaliation®®. This
lens makes the individual’s cognition, affect, and social contex@ when employees believe

they can influence outcomes, that leaders will listen, and 4I aliation risks are manageable,

whistleblowing is more likely; when they ant1c1p$@1ty, blame, or punishment, silence

prevails. Decades of empirical research since th dational framing has examined personal

traits (e.g., moral courage), attitudes (e.g., U&ag the act of reporting), beliefs about control (e.g.,
°
perceived behavioral control), nor@g., what peers and leaders expect), and situational

appraisals (e.g., seriousness of w\Q doing), all interacting with organizational climates such as

ethical culture and psy@ al safety. Together, these factors predict whether the latent

impulse to correct ,@mng becomes voiced concern or remains private distress*.

One robust anatory frame is the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), applied to

Whistlb@?hg by Park and Blenkinsopp. TPB holds that behavior is predicted by attitudes

39 J. P., Near & M.P. Miceli. Organizational dissidence: The case of whistle-blowing. Journal of
Business Ethics, 4(1), 1985, 1-16.

40J. Dungan, A. Waytz & L. Young. The psychology of whistleblowing. Current Opinion in
Psychology, 6,2015, 129-133.
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toward the behavior, subjective norms about whether valued others approve, and perceived
behavioral control (self-efficacy plus situational enablement). When employees hold positive
attitudes toward reporting, perceive that important referents (managers, peers, profession)
approve, and feel capable of acting through accessible channels, their intention to blow the
whistle increases, which in turn predicts behavior. Conversely, negative attitudes (e.g.,
“whistleblowing is betrayal”), perceived disapproval by peers or supervisors, an Qr perceived
control (e.g., “hotlines don’t work,” “anonymous reports are traceable”) su&rj intention. In
empirical tests, TPB constructs explained meaningful variance in whi owing intentions and,
to a lesser extent, actions, consistent with other ethical decision-making contexts. The TPB focus
on intention is helpful because many psychological variabl ral outrage, anticipated regret,
fear, loyalty conflicts—feed into the three TPB ante s. For example, moral outrage and
anticipated regret often strengthen attitudes favoxﬁé isclosure, while loyalty conflicts and fear
\®
of ostracism shape subjective norms, and fa i\h‘arlty with reporting procedures bolsters perceived
.
control. TPB does not claim to exh@very influence, but it provides a precise scaffold for

integrating diverse psycholo&@determinants into a coherent predictive model that

organizations can target \@%ﬁng (attitudes), role-modeling and peer advocacy (norms), and

process design (c{t;@

A complevg@r ingredient in the decision calculus is moral intensity—the perceived
seriou%/g&nd characteristics of the ethical issue itself. Drawing on Jones’s issue-contingent
model, moral intensity comprises features such as magnitude of consequences, social consensus

that an act is wrong, temporal immediacy, proximity to victims, and probability of effect. These

41 H. Park & J. Blenkinsopp. Whistleblowing as planned behavior—A survey of South Korean
police officers. Journal of Business Ethics, 85(4), 2009, 545-556.
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features heighten moral awareness, clarify judgment, and increase intention to act; employees are
more likely to report conduct when harms are large, consensus is strong, victims feel “close,”
consequences are imminent, and wrongdoing is likely to cause damage. Empirical studies show
that greater moral intensity increases moral awareness and intention, even after controlling for
personal traits, by focusing attention and reducing moral ambiguity. In practice, this means
organizations that surface the concrete harms of misconduct—for example, t 'Q{O\pliance
breaches to patient safety or customer harm—can shift employees’ appraisal of“intensity and
thereby encourage speaking up. Conversely, when harms feel diffuse®a d, or abstract (“no

one is getting hurt”), employees often discount the need to re@ﬂ%oﬂanﬂy, moral intensity

can interact with TPB components: a high-intensity ev shift attitudes and subjective

norms rapidly, spur moral emotions like anger %ndb%ﬁpassion, and generate a sense of

Meta-analytic evidence gives a quantiuag'&lapshot of which correlates matter most. Mesmer-

AN

Magnus and Viswesvaran revie&&cjozens of samples and found that contextual and

obligation that overcomes fear®?,

wrongdoing characteristics y gally predict whistleblowing more strongly than static
demographics; age sho gnall positive effect, gender effects are inconsistent, and tenure can
cut either way @1 on norms and dependence on the employer. By contrast, stronger
perceived \A’r&@doing severity, supportive climates, and accessible internal channels are
consisk{‘&linked to both intention and action. The meta-analysis also distinguishes between

predictors of intention and actual behavior: for instance, general attitudes and moral reasoning

42 T.M. Jones. Ethical decision making by individuals in organizations: An issue-contingent
model. Academy of Management Review, 16(2), 1991, 366-395.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1991.4278958
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often correlate more with intention, while instrumental factors like retaliation risk and channel
accessibility are more proximal to action. Finally, the review noted that retaliation is more likely
in external reporting cases than internal ones, though retaliation is not inevitable and varies by
organizational response—an important caveat that shapes risk calculations and the psychology of
“voice vs. exit.” In short, the quantitative synthesis affirms that what the situation affords (or
threatens) often weighs more than who the person “is,” highlighting the prim@mext in

designing effective speak-up systems®. <

¢\

Among contextual levers, psychological safety is pivotal. dson defines team
psychological safety as a shared belief that the team is safe for@%onal risk-taking—people
can speak up, admit mistakes, or raise concerns without@ of embarrassment, rejection, or
punishment. Field studies show that teams with %ﬁb&ychological safety engage in more
learning behaviors, error reporting, and voicg) hen controlling for performance pressure.
For whistleblowing, psychological saf; wers the perceived interpersonal costs of voicing
concerns and reframes reporting as éqc‘ab\ution rather than deviance. Importantly, psychological
safety is not mere niceness:.'@xists with accountability and standards, but it ensures that
concerns are met With% iy, not blame. Leaders cultivate it by responding appreciatively to

early weak signa€, ﬁ&m

anticipate s%c@sanctions—being labeled disloyal, alarmist, or incompetent—and rationally

izing fallibility, and visibly acting on concerns. Without it, individuals

choosé@ﬂce or anonymous external channels, each with higher risks of retaliation.

Psychological safety also interacts with moral intensity and TPB: when safety is high, moral

43 J.R. Mesmer-Magnus & C. Viswesvaran. Whistleblowing in organizations: An examination of
correlates of whistleblowing intentions, actions, and retaliation. Journal of Business Ethics, 62(3),
2005, 277-297.
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intensity translates more readily into intention and action because subjective norms favor

speaking up and perceived control is higher**.

Leadership behavior further shapes whether whistleblowing feels feasible and valued. Detert and

b

Burris found that “managerial openness’

leaders soliciting input, listening nondefensively, and
acting on suggestions—predicted employee voice above and beyond transformation%adership
per se. Subsequent research shows that ethical leadership, by modeling norma@appropriate

conduct and using reward and punishment fairly, increases voice th&g&.@eater affective

commitment and an error-management climate where reporting is fra @ as learning rather than
blame. Leaders’ reactions to past reports become a living arc@o organizational memory; if
challenging voice is punished, employees infer that speaki p signals low performance and
low loyalty in managers’ eyes, which depresses fut%’b&ce. Conversely, when leaders publicly
close the loop on concerns—sharing wha %’béard and what will be done—employees’
perceived behavioral control and normg shifhin favor of disclosure. This dynamic underscores a
psychological truth: people do no@ga\into a void; they speak into relationships. Therefore,
leadership that consistently .Q$nds constructively can rewire the psychological calculus

underlying whistleblowi oss teams and time®.

Beyond climq‘te Ql}eadership, the psychology of whistleblowing is also a struggle between

moral moti
Q0

harm c¢ rns (exposing wrongdoing to protect victims or the public) against loyalty and

ungan, Waytz, and Young argue that whistleblowing often pits fairness and

4 A. Edmondson. Psychological safety and learning behavior in work teams. Administrative
Science Quarterly, 44(2), 1990, 350-383.

4 J.R. Detert & E.R. Burris. Leadership behavior and employee voice: Is the door really open?
Administrative Science Quarterly, 52(4), 2007, 869—904.
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authority concerns (protecting the group’s reputation and respecting hierarchy). When fairness-
harm motives dominate, people judge whistleblowing as morally praiseworthy; when loyalty-
authority motives dominate, they judge it as betrayal. Individual differences in moral foundations
and group identity salience thus color attitudes and subjective norms. Moreover, moral framing
by leaders—e.g., framing reporting as “loyalty to our mission and customers” rather than
“turning in your colleagues”—can harmonize fairness and loyalty, reducing the 'Qﬁ‘conﬂict
that paralyzes potential whistleblowers. Experimental and field studies showi{that'stronger moral
concerns can predict disclosure even when organizational factors are @?’ed; still, how those
concerns are narrated within the group matters for whether employees experience internalized

stigma for speaking up. In practical terms, ethics training @ chlights real harms and frames

whistleblowing as fidelity to shared values, not d:'slp@ to people, can shift the perceived

®%

Perceived justice also shapes williqg@to report. Organizational justice perceptions—

moral meaning of voice?.

distributive (fair outcomes), proced&%ir processes), interpersonal (respectful treatment), and
informational (adequate @@ions)—are robust predictors of many work behaviors.
Employees who perceive fair’ processes and respectful treatment are more likely to believe that
concerns will be Q(.)ﬁ:sk\er d impartially and less likely to fear retaliatory or arbitrary responses.
Experiment%@l field evidence suggests that higher justice perceptions correlate with stronger
whistl l(gfhg intentions, while low justice creates a sense that “the game is rigged,”
encouraging defensive silence or external disclosure when internal channels are distrusted.
Justice also interacts with ethical culture: Kaptein’s Corporate FEthical Virtues (clarity,
congruency, feasibility, supportability, transparency, discussability, sanctionability) mirror the

psychological cues employees read when deciding whether to speak—Do leaders walk the talk?
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Are resources sufficient to comply? Can we openly discuss dilemmas? Is wrongdoing
consistently sanctioned? When these virtues are visible, attitudes and norms shift toward
responsible reporting. Combining justice practices (e.g., transparent investigations, dignified
treatment of reporters) with ethical-culture design provides psychological assurances that
disclosure is not self-sabotage?®. Conversely, psychological mechanisms of silence inhibit
whistleblowing even in the face of clear wrongdoing. Pinder and Harlos distin Q%t\iescent
silence (withholding ideas from resignation or futility) and quiescent silence (witltholding out of
fear of negative consequences). Both are rational responses to clim@here speaking up is
ineffective or dangerous. Employees learn from observing othets’ experiences: if previous
reporters were ignored (futility) or punished (fear), silencs through social learning and
affects the subjective norm component in TPB. Over @ilence can become a climate—what
Morrison and Milliken called a “climate of {ilegl%—where it is widely believed that raising
problems is pointless or risky. Breaking s ﬁhmates requires “vicarious safety” experiences:
N
seeing someone else report safely an{ﬁ%ng eadership act on concerns. That is why protections
against retaliation are not only afeguards but also psychological signalers that reduce fear
and disconfirm futility. @t such signals, even high moral intensity and strong ethical
convictions may b@i the intention—action threshold, because individuals anticipate social
Ge

costs they fee to bear?’.

h
46 J. A. Colquitt. On the dimensionality of organizational justice: A construct validation of a
measure. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 2001, 386—400.

47 C.C. Pinder & K.P. Harlos. Employee silence: Quiescence and acquiescence as responses to
perceived injustice. Research in Personnel and Human Resources Management, 20, 2001, 331—
369.
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Anticipated retaliation is one of the most powerful deterrents, and unfortunately it is not merely
imagined. Research across sectors documents elevated risks of bullying, ostracism, career
stagnation, and mental-health strain following external whistleblowing, and sometimes even after
internal reporting. Studies report higher rates of depression, anxiety, and stress-related symptoms
among whistleblowers compared to the general population; qualitative work details tactics such
as work overload, isolation, and reputational smearing. These threats loo Q% in the
psychological calculus, strengthening quiescent silence and pushing potential réporters to seek
anonymity or exit. A critical implication is that strong anti-retaliation @isms, rapid credible
investigations, and visible support services (e.g., confid tﬁounseling) function as
psychological buffers. They reduce the expected person@& term in the decision and, by
signaling institutional commitment, shift norms in@r of voice. Absent such buffers,
employees understandably protect themselves, e%%lly when they depend on the employer

economically or lack mobility, factors that @Ey the perceived cost of courage®.

Another set of psychological drive@'él?olves emotions and anticipated affect. Moral emotions
like anger, disgust, and comp % increase the salience of harm and can push attitudes toward
action; anticipated reg@agining future self-reproach for remaining silent—can strengthen

[ ]
intention to speal<. A:&He

retaliation) 1%@( action. Organizational narratives modulate these emotions: when leaders tell

ame time, anticipated shame (for violating loyalty norms) and fear (of

stories\h\/g&ialorize responsible reporting and connect it to protecting patients or customers,
employees are more likely to experience moral elevation and pride linked to disclosure.
Conversely, narratives that equate loyalty with silence activate shame in would-be reporters and
fuel defensive group conformity. Because emotions are contagious, the emotional tone of

leaders’ responses—thanking reporters, acknowledging discomfort, and expressing moral
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concern—can shift team affect and lower the emotional cost of voice for everyone. Over time,
such affective scripts become part of culture, changing the default emotional predictions

employees make when contemplating whistleblowing®.

The design and credibility of reporting channels exert powerful psychological effects via
perceived behavioral control. If channels are simple, confidential, available if4 multiple
modalities (in-person, digital, hotline), and staffed by trusted people, empl@Q perceived
control rises and intention is more likely to convert to action. Convers&gpaque procedures,
slow responses, or prior non-action (no feedback) breed learned Channel design also
interacts with threat appraisals: anonymity reduces perceived rpersonal risk but can reduce
perceived efficacy if employees expect anonymous repc@o be ignored; hybrid models—
confidential named reports protected by clear anti—r%@on policies—can balance the tradeoff.
The “close the loop” step is psychologica%@%tal: when managers acknowledge receipt,
provide timelines, and later communiqa@comes or reasons for limits, they reinforce beliefs
that speaking up works, reshaping&ﬁ%lbjective norms and control beliefs. Over time, these

micro-signals accumulate in@mcro—belief that the organization treats reports as acts of

commitment, not treach: §b

.
Finally, it is o@ting the long-term psychological consequences for those who blow the
whistle an%&econdary prevention factors that mitigate harm. Evidence from surveys and
clinicMies shows that whistleblowers can face sustained stress, depressive symptoms, and
social isolation, particularly in contexts where retaliation is unchecked or investigations drag on.
Bullying—both vertical (from superiors) and horizontal (from peers)—takes subtle forms like
unreasonable workloads, menial assignments, or exclusion from networks; these tactics inflict

injury by eroding identity and belonging. However, protective factors exist: timely, fair
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procedures (procedural justice), respectful interpersonal treatment (interactional justice), peer
support groups, and access to counseling services can significantly reduce distress. Moreover,
when organizations honor reporters—protecting confidentiality, preventing reprisal, and publicly
translating reports into safety improvements—they rewrite the social meaning of whistleblowing
from deviance to contribution, which helps future potential reporters make different
psychological predictions about costs and rewards. In this way, the cycle canéQne irtuous

rather than vicious: each well-handled report builds the climate that encour%} e next act of

courage’. é

Taken together, the psychology of whistleblowing reveals tha@ﬁ lever suffices. Attitudes
shaped by moral intensity and emotions, subjective norms@)ed by leadership and peers, and
perceived control shaped by channel design and jus%gbactices all feed into intention. Whether
intention becomes action depends on the b ’bexpected personal and social costs against
moral motives and identity commitmc,n@ychological safety and ethical culture amplify the
voice-supporting side of that bal%é%y lowering interpersonal risk, signaling fairness, and
honoring values; retaliation @\gence climates do the opposite by elevating fear and futility.
Interventions thus wor g when they target the full chain: build ethical culture (clarity,
3

congruency, dis@

fairness), trair@ders in open, nondefensive responses, provide multiple credible channels with

sanctionability), strengthen justice (procedural and interpersonal

feedbaiklgd protections, and develop individual capacities (moral courage, efficacy, emotion
regulation) through practice and peer support. With those conditions in place, whistleblowing
ceases to be an extraordinary, heroic act and becomes a normalized, prosocial contribution to
collective integrity and safety. That shift is not merely structural—it is psychological, built one

interaction at a time®.
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2.1.5 Organizational Factors Influencing Whistleblowing

Organizational ethical culture is a pivotal factor that influences whistleblowing. An ethical
culture fosters an environment where moral values such as integrity, transparency, and
accountability are not only promoted but also practiced by leaders and employees.
Organizational ethics and social climate shape employees’ behaviors, especially ww they
perceive the organization’s stance on ethical issues. A positive ethical cli@encourages
employees to report wrongdoing, as they believe it aligns with org izgiadal values®. In
contrast, a poor ethical climate characterized by fear, silence, rruption discourages
reporting due to the perceived risk of retaliation or organiza@ indifference®. Research has

consistently shown that when ethical culture is strong, er@rees are more likely to feel that

speaking up is both supported and valued*®. b’b

The leadership within an organization plays @ial role in setting the tone for whistleblowing.
Leaders who demonstrate ethical behaﬁz@gd create an open environment for communication
are more likely to foster a cult ere whistleblowing is encouraged. Leadership is a key
organizational factor infl n@ whistleblowing, with leaders who model ethical behaviors
serving as role models\for employees. The perception of leadership’s commitment to ethical
[ ]
standards affects&n}foyees’ willingness to report misconduct*®, When leaders publicly endorse
whistleblov@rocedures and demonstrate responsiveness to reports, employees are more

\*

8 D. Mrowiec. Factors influencing internal whistleblowing: A systematic review of the literature.
Journal of Ethics in Business & Leadership, 14(1), 2022, 142-186.

497. Zakaria, M. Ahmad & M. Ali. Organizational culture and ethical climate as antecedents of
whistleblowing intention in public sector organizations. Journal of Business Ethics, 130(4), 2015,
623-637.
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likely to report unethical behavior™®. Conversely, when leadership fails to support whistleblowing
or retaliates against whistleblowers, employees are discouraged from reporting out of fear of
negative consequences’!. Effective leadership is therefore integral to promoting whistleblowing,

ensuring that employees feel secure in reporting misconduct without fear of retaliation.

Clear and accessible reporting mechanisms are fundamental in encouraging whistleblowing.
Having well-defined policies and procedures for reporting unethical behavior a@employees
that their concerns will be taken seriously. Organizational factors such a;@gsﬁdg channels and
whistleblowing policies are critical in shaping employees' willingn: eport misconduct®. It
was observed that organizations with explicit whistleblowing ies*and training programs saw
a significant increase in the number of reports®. More@ anonymous reporting channels
further enhance this effect, as employees feeb@?ected from retaliation®'. However,
organizations that fail to establish transpare@%ing systems or provide inadequate training
on how to use these systems often see,a@:tion in whistleblowing activity*°. In organizations
with poorly designed reporting stm%{%employees may perceive the channels as ineffective or

unsafe, deterring them from @em.

Whistleblowing is an \inherently risky act that often involves significant personal and
professional cost@such, organizational justice and the protection of whistleblowers are vital
organizati&%%ctors that influence whether employees choose to report misconduct.
0 p. Previtali, F. Fumagalli & A. Minoia. Whistleblowing in public administrations: The role of

training, leadership, and organizational culture. Public Administration Review, 82(3), 2022, 2022,
499-510.

1 C. Chen. Organizational factors influencing whistleblowing intention: A systematic review.
Journal of Business Ethics, 149(4), 2018, 1033-1052.
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Organizational justice refers to the fairness with which employees believe they are treated,
especially in terms of how their complaints are handled. Perceptions of justice, particularly
procedural justice (fairness in processes) and distributive justice (fairness in outcomes), are
crucial in shaping employees' willingness to report wrongdoing*®. If employees perceive the
whistleblowing process as fair and just, they are more likely to report unethical behavior.
Perceived retaliation and fear of personal harm, such as career damage or pub 'ng ace, are

Qafeguards to

significant deterrents to whistleblowing®'. Thus, organizations must im leQe}

protect whistleblowers from retaliation, ensuring that their repoﬂ@ seriously and that

O

Effective communication and training on whistleblowing ‘prdcedures are vital to fostering a

they are not penalized for speaking up*°.

culture of transparency. Employees must not only %%& of what constitutes misconduct but
also understand how to report it and wh N@ tions are available to them. The role of
communication and education in promp@hisﬂeblowing has been discussed with emphasizes
on regularly train employees on W@f@\lowing procedures and ethical expectations*®. Training
programs help employees r% ize unethical behavior and understand the importance of
reporting it. It was foun training and education programs were significantly correlated with
higher rates of \Q‘i%{%bl wing. Without proper training, employees may be unaware of their
rights or m | uncertain about how to report their concerns, leading to underreporting.

Theref&&tganizations must prioritize communication and training to ensure that employees

feel confident in their ability to report misconduct®.

The structure of an organization also plays a role in influencing whistleblowing behavior. Larger
organizations or those with more complex hierarchical structures may present more challenges

for whistleblowers. Organizational size and formalization can impede whistleblowing, as larger
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organizations may have more bureaucratic processes that make reporting difficult or intimidating.
Additionally, in highly formalized organizations, reporting channels may be unclear, and
employees may be concerned about the anonymity of their reports*®. On the other hand, smaller,
less hierarchical organizations may find it easier to establish direct communication channels and
foster closer relationships between employees and leaders, which can encourage reporting®.
Therefore, it is important for organizations of all sizes to ensure that thei Q%res and
processes are conducive to whistleblowing, whether by simplifying reportidg channels or

reducing the hierarchical barriers to speaking up. Q

The social climate within an organization—how employees i@ﬁtb one another and how
whistleblowing is perceived by peers—also influences\whether individuals will report
misconduct. The social climate, including collective@@and peer support, plays a significant
role in shaping employees’ willingness to b Ndbwhistle. When whistleblowing is seen as a
norm within the organization, employeg&ﬁ more likely to report wrongdoing, as they feel
supported by their colleagues®s. @ca\rsely, if whistleblowing is stigmatized or punished,
employees may be relucta@report due to fear of being ostracized or labeled as a
troublemaker>!. Fostering ‘aositive social climate in which ethical behavior is celebrated and

supported by peefs %’e courage employees to feel that their actions will be welcomed rather

than criticiz;db6
N

2.2 Theoretical Framework

2.2.1 Agency Theory
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Agency theory, first formalized by scholars like Jensen and Meckling, has been widely discussed
across various fields, including economics, finance, accounting, and organizational behavior.
Proponents of agency theory, such as Jensen and Meckling, argue that the relationship between
principals (owners) and agents (managers) is inherently characterized by conflicts of interest and
information asymmetry. This relationship creates the principal-agent problem, where the agent

Qu dational

incentivizing

may act in their own best interest rather than the principal's. According to th

work, the costs associated with monitoring agents' behavior (monitoriné‘I
them to align their interests with those of the principal (incentive cc@ d dealing with the

residual losses due to the misalignment of interests are all integ@ cts of agency theory>?.

One of the key aspects of agency theory is the concept (@ormation asymmetry, where the
agent has more information about their actions and B%Vironment than the principal. This can
lead to moral hazards, where the agent take@%that benefit themselves but are detrimental
to the principal®. Eisenhardt’s work exp on agency theory by exploring how principals can
design mechanisms, such as cont@&ad incentives, to mitigate these problems. Eisenhardt
highlighted that the principal&g*se monitoring systems and performance-based compensation

to reduce the effects of in ation asymmetry and align the interests of the agent with those of
the principal®’. < ’\\'

In terms of@leblowing, it can be seen as a tool to reduce agency problems by increasing

transparepey. The concept of whistleblowing aligns with the ideas proposed by proponents of

2 M. C. Jensen & W. H. Meckling, Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior, agency costs, and
ownership structure, Journal of Financial Economics, 3 (4), 1976, 305-360.

53 K. M. Eisenhardt, Agency theory: An assessment and review, Academy of Management
Review 14 (1), 1989, 57-74.

43



agency theory, as it serves as an informal monitoring mechanism. Whistleblowing helps address
the information asymmetry by enabling insiders (agents) to report mismanagement or unethical
behavior, thereby allowing principals to take corrective actions®. This aligns with the ideas of

monitoring costs, as whistleblowing reduces the need for continuous surveillance by principals

S\

In agency theory, the principal-agent problem arises due to conflicts of int zetween the

and provides an additional layer of accountability.

principal (e.g., shareholders) and the agent (e.g., managers), comp ndgdd)y information
asymmetry. The principal seeks to maximize their wealth or achiev izational goals, while
the agent may pursue personal interests that conflict with ﬁ:ipal’s objectives®. This
divergence of interests can lead to inefficiencies, moral haza@y and even adverse selection. The
key issue here is that the principal cannot perfectly (@e or control the agent's actions, leading
to the potential for opportunistic behavio@%e agent. To address this, agency theory
emphasizes the role of incentive structu@onitoring, and governance mechanisms that aim to

align the interests of both parties*. Q’&c?

One prominent solution @principal-agent problem is the use of whistleblowing as a

monitoring mechanism. istleblowing serves as a tool to expose unethical or misaligned
[ ]

behavior by a, e@lping the principal to detect and correct deviations from the agreed-upon

actions. W%ib agent’s actions are not fully transparent, whistleblowing can reveal misconduct,

whethanolves financial mismanagement, ethical violations, or failure to meet performance

standards. This corrective mechanism allows the principal to take timely action, realigning the

>4 S. Panda & N. Leepsa, Agency theory: Review of the theory and current research, Journal of
Management Research 17 (2), 2017, 39-61.
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agent’s behavior with organizational goals. In this context, whistleblowing not only increases

transparency but also acts as a deterrent to agents considering unethical conduct?!.

The incentive structure is crucial in addressing agency problems. Without the right incentives,
agents may act in their own interests rather than those of the principal. Classic examples of
agency problems can be seen when executives pursue strategies that maWe their
compensation or job security, even when these decisions do not benefit sha@ers. Proper
incentive schemes, such as performance-based bonuses, stock optiowgdabther forms of
variable compensation, can align the agent's behavior with the pri @ goals. However, the
challenge remains in ensuring that these incentives effe ly* motivate agents without
encouraging risky or opportunistic behavior®. Additionall&nitoring costs are another factor.
The principal must invest in monitoring the agent’s%%%mnce, and the costs associated with
this monitoring can be substantial. Whistle ?@can mitigate these costs by serving as an

informal monitoring tool, particularly w m&se principal has limited direct oversight®>.

It was emphasized that agency p&@ms are widespread in both the private and public sectors.
They discuss how the prinei ent theory has been applied to various organizational structures
and how whistleblowiq%:an be an effective tool in addressing the inherent conflicts of interest
[ ]
that exist. This @ principals to correct deviant behavior and realign agents' actions with
organizatio&als, thereby reducing the costs of inefficiencies and moral hazards*'.
Furthe}sore, Shapiro discusses the evolution of agency theory and its relationship to ethics and
governance. Shapiro’s work links agency theory to the moral foundations of business decisions

and organizational behavior, suggesting that whistleblowing, in particular, has ethical

>3 F. Zogning, Agency theory: A critical review, European Journal of Business and Management
9(2),2017, 1-15.
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dimensions. Whistleblowers often face significant personal and professional risks when exposing
unethical behavior. As Shapiro suggests, effective whistleblowing mechanisms can act as
safeguards in agency relationships, allowing for the detection of moral hazards that could

otherwise go unchallenged>®.

Information asymmetry is a critical component of agency theory and contributes si%antly to
agency problems. In any agency relationship, the agent often possesses more @%ation than
the principal about their actions, intentions, and the external environ gbls informational
advantage allows the agent to pursue personal objectives that may n Wlth the principal's

interests. The principal, unable to access all relevant informati %‘[rely on indirect methods,
such as performance outcomes, audits, or even whistleblow@m assess the agent’s behavior. In
this context, whistleblowing becomes an essentia@nanism to counterbalance information

asymmetry by revealing information that ipal otherwise would not have access to,

thereby addressing moral hazard and ad election issues®.

Whistleblowing can also play avy, @c?e in mitigating systemic agency problems, especially in
large organizations or g e@nt agencies. The example of the Investigations and Threat
Management Servi‘ces %) in the US Department of Commerce illustrates the dangers of
insufficient over@nd misaligned incentives within government agencies. In this case, agents
were able loit their power and operate without sufficient accountability, which led to

signiﬁésw abuses. Whistleblowers within the organization helped expose these misdeeds,

leading to necessary corrective actions. This highlights how whistleblowing can not only detect

36 J. Shapiro, Agency theory and business ethics, Journal of Business Ethics 58 (4), 2005, 295-
307.
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individual wrongdoing but also address broader systemic issues within an organization®’. In the
absence of whistleblowers, such problems may go unnoticed, allowing unethical behavior to

persist unchecked.

Moreover, whistleblowing is a mechanism that can be particularly effective in the public sector,
where traditional oversight may be weaker, and the stakes are higher due to the involyement of
public resources. In government agencies, the principal-agent problem can b@%erbated by
bureaucratic inefficiencies, lack of transparency, and weak ac%ghiity structures.
Whistleblowing in this context becomes essential in preventing rogu s from acting in ways
that harm the public interest. The ITMS case highlights this @ here lack of oversight and
ineffective incentives allowed agents to pursue personal ag s, harming both individuals and
the organization. Through whistleblowing, these a%@%ere brought to light, and necessary
actions were taken to correct them**. Anoth%fﬁ:ant contribution comes from Mitnick, who
discusses agency theory in the context ﬂalic sector governance. He argues that the unique
challenges of public sector organiz@&crﬁ\require an adaptation of agency theory, with increased
emphasis on transparency an%@c accountability. Mitnick’s work highlights how public sector
principals can use wh's}&wing to mitigate moral hazards that arise due to the lack of
competitive pres{;e‘}&y‘p ally found in the private sector. In this context, whistleblowing serves
as an essenti @1 for promoting ethical conduct and ensuring that public servants adhere to the

publicSKt}gSt rather than personal or political interests®®.

37 ]. Otterson, On principal-agent problems, rogue agencies, and systemic government failure: A
case study, MPRA Paper No. 121989, 2024.

8 B. M. Mitnick, The political economy of regulation: The case of public utility regulation,
Public Policy 28 (3), 1980, 177-202.
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Despite its potential, whistleblowing is not a panacea. It comes with its own set of challenges,
including the risk of retaliation against whistleblowers and the potential for false reporting.
Organizational culture also plays a crucial role in whether whistleblowing can effectively
mitigate the principal-agent problem. If the organizational environment is hostile to
whistleblowers or if there is a lack of protection, agents may be deterred from reporting
misconduct. Thus, for whistleblowing to be effective, organizations must establi Q%yportive
culture, robust protection for whistleblowers, and clear channels through which ¢ohcerns can be
reported safely*!.

2.2.2 Stakeholder Theory

Stakeholder theory, introduced by R. Edward Freeman in ‘% , has had a profound impact on
corporate governance by shifting the focus fro Q@%lder interests to a broader, more
inclusive consideration of all parties affected Qy a nization’s actions. According to Freeman,

businesses should create value for not only theirshareholders but also for other stakeholders such

.
as employees, customers, suppliers, @e broader community. In this context, whistleblowing
serves as a key mechanism f& ding organizations accountable to their stakeholders. By
exposing unethical pract}@&istleblowers protect the interests of employees, customers, and
society at large, @gns with the principles of stakeholder theory. This literature review
explores the @m ction between whistleblowing and stakeholder theory, examining how

whistl blé@ helps safeguard the interests of key stakeholder groups, and how it contributes to

ethical business practices.

Stakeholder theory emerged as a challenge to the traditional shareholder primacy model, which
asserts that the primary responsibility of a corporation is to maximize profits for its shareholders.

It was argued that businesses have a moral and strategic obligation to consider the needs and
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interests of all parties that are affected by corporate activities. These parties, or stakeholders,
include employees, customers, suppliers, the local community, and even future generations. This
broader view of corporate responsibility has gained significant traction in the past few decades,
as companies increasingly recognize the importance of ethical behavior and long-term
sustainability. According to Freeman, stakeholder theory requires organizations to balance the

interests of various groups, ensuring that no one group is disproportionatel ® at the

expense of others™. &<

In practice, stakeholder theory urges companies to adopt a more rent and accountable
approach to business operations. It emphasizes the importan@ ehgaging with stakeholders,
understanding their concerns, and integrating these concem& decision-making processes. For
instance, companies that embrace stakeholder the%’é%t involve employees in discussions
about workplace safety, engage customers l\@back loops regarding product quality, and
N
consult with the community on the env,hsﬁntal impact of their operations. Whistleblowing, as
a mechanism for exposing wrong(&ﬁgjxvithin an organization, plays a pivotal role in ensuring
that the interests of all sta .h$ers are protected. Whistleblowing is the act of reporting
unethical, illegal, or ha Qctivities within an organization. Whistleblowers, who are typically
employees, alereb’(\%ﬁes or the public about misconduct, such as financial fraud,
environment iolations, or unsafe working conditions. Whistleblowing serves as a vital
mecha%&for ensuring accountability and transparency in organizations. By disclosing
unethical behaviors, whistleblowers help prevent further harm and contribute to organizational

change®*.

¥ R. E. Freeman. Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach. Boston: Pitman Publishing,
1984.
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Whistleblowing can occur through various channels, including internal reporting systems,
regulatory bodies, or the media. However, despite its importance in promoting ethical conduct,
whistleblowing often carries significant risks for the individual involved. Whistleblowers may
face retaliation, such as job loss, harassment, or legal action. As a result, organizations must
provide adequate protection to those who come forward with information about wrongdoing,
ensuring that they are not punished for acting in the public interest**. The role o Q%blowing
within stakeholder theory is clear: it serves as a tool to safeguard the interest§ of Stakeholders by

ensuring that organizations are held accountable for their actions. @e osing misconduct,

whistleblowers prevent harm to employees, customers, and socf ts, encourage businesses to

operate ethically. Q

One of the most important stakeholder groups @ed by whistleblowing is employees.
Employees are often the first to observe u %ehavior within an organization, whether it
involves unsafe working conditions, disetimination, or financial fraud. Whistleblowing allows
employees to report such miscond& tecting not only their own well-being but also that of
their colleagues. It was indic%\\éat organizations with strong whistleblowing policies are more
likely to foster a culture thical behavior®®. Employees are more likely to report unethical
activities if they Q‘eﬂ}\n dent that their concerns will be taken seriously and that they will not
face retaliati burthermore, organizations that support whistleblowing contribute to a more
transpé%&nd accountable workplace, which can lead to improved employee morale and trust
in management. In the context of stakeholder theory, whistleblowing serves as a mechanism for

ensuring that employees’ rights are protected. Organizations that support whistleblowing and

60 F. T. DeZoort, M. E. Lamb, & J. E. L. Collins. Whistleblowing in Organizations: A Review
and Research Agenda. Journal of Business Ethics 41, (1), 2003, 43-63.
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take action against misconduct demonstrate a commitment to the well-being of their workforce.
This, in turn, can lead to improved employee satisfaction, higher retention rates, and a more

positive organizational culture®!.

Another key stakeholder group that benefits from whistleblowing is customers. Customers trust
businesses to provide safe, high-quality products and services. When an organization gngages in
unethical practices, such as misrepresenting product ingredients or using unsa@yufacturing
processes, customers may be at risk. Whistleblowers who expose these &tlgﬂ% play a critical
role in protecting consumers from harm. For example, in the Qf the Enron scandal,
whistleblower Sherron Watkins exposed the company’s fraud financial practices, which had
far-reaching implications for both employees and customers.\{lad Watkins not come forward, the
company’s misdeeds may have continued, potenti%’b?ulting in further harm to employees,
shareholders, and customers who were af] eﬁ’é&r the company’s collapse®’. In this case,
whistleblowing served to protect cus‘@ms and the broader market from the negative
consequences of corporate misco%‘ta\Whistleblowing is particularly important in industries
where consumer safety is a %\{A:ant concern, such as pharmaceuticals, food production, and

healthcare. In these sg& whistleblowers help ensure that companies adhere to ethical

standards and r< gulat

deceptive p@sm.
N4

requirements, protecting customers from dangerous products or

81’ M. Kaptein. From Inaction to External Whistleblowing: The Influence of the Ethical Culture of
Organizations on Employee Reporting of Unethical Behavior. Journal of Business Ethics 98 (3)
2011, 413-421.

62 J. Heath & W. Norman. Stakeholder Theory, Corporate Governance, and the Ethics of
Business. Business Ethics Quarterly 14 (1), 2004, 19-37.
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Beyond individual stakeholders, whistleblowing also has broader societal implications. By
exposing corporate wrongdoing, whistleblowers contribute to the enforcement of laws and
regulations that protect public interests. In some cases, whistleblowers have played a critical role
in bringing attention to issues that affect the larger community, such as environmental damage or
public health risks. For example, in the case of the Deepwater Horizon oil spill in 2010,
employees at BP raised concerns about safety practices prior to the disaster. Ha Q%amings
been taken seriously, the catastrophic environmental damage caused by the spill niight have been
avoided. This highlights the importance of whistleblowing in prot@ ot only individual
stakeholders but also society at large®>. Whistleblowers contrib % greater good by holding
organizations accountable for their actions, ensuring that@ omply with ethical and legal
standards. This is particularly important in sectors wb@orporate actions have wide-ranging
Q

effects on public health, safety, and the enviroem&b

Despite the potential benefits of whj&ﬂowing, there are significant challenges to its
implementation. Whistleblowers 0@&%6 retaliation, such as job loss, legal consequences, or
personal harm. As a result, @ssential for organizations to provide strong protections for
whistleblowers, includi&ﬁnymous reporting systems and legal safeguards against retaliation®*.

Moreover, the eé%%é

Companies }8@0 not foster an open, transparent environment may discourage employees from

ss of whistleblowing depends on the culture of the organization.
report %&conduct, even if they are aware of unethical behavior. Therefore, it is crucial for

organizations to cultivate a culture of integrity, where ethical conduct is valued and

whistleblowers are supported.
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23 Whistleblowing as a Pillar of Corporate Governance

2.3.1 Fraud Prevention and Early Detection

The role of whistleblowing systems in fraud prevention has been a subject of extensive academic
inquiry, as they are increasingly recognized as indispensable tools for promoting transparency,
accountability, and ethical conduct within organizations. Through whistleblowing, employees,
suppliers, or any stakeholders in an organization can confidentially report unet Q%egal, or

fraudulent activities, offering early alerts to prevent significant losse function is

particularly significant given the complex nature of modern corpora@d, which often goes

O

In a study, authors argue that the whistleblowing system n essential component of fraud

undetected by traditional financial oversight mechanisms.

prevention strategies. The study emphasizes that or@?lons with an effective whistleblowing
system can detect fraud earlier than those tl)\@such systems. The authors explain that for
whistleblowing systems to function effeeti , they must offer a safe and confidential reporting
environment®. This is crucial bec@ca\nployees are more likely to report unethical activities
when they feel their identi&@protected, thereby reducing the risk of retaliation. When
implemented correctly, Qestablished whistleblowing system not only helps to uncover fraud
but also deters ]Q‘teﬁ}g\%wrongdoers from committing fraudulent acts in the first place. The
integration istleblowing mechanisms with proactive fraud audits and forensic accounting

furthel\Qr/ thens the fraud detection and prevention process, ensuring that all potential avenues

of financial misconduct are explored™.

6 R. Fitria, P. Melani, W. Apriani, and H. Dwilita. Literature Review: Influence of Audit
Forensics, Proactive Fraud Audit, Good Corporate Governance, Financial Reporting
Compliance, Organizational Culture, and Whistleblowing on Fraud Prevention. International
Journal of Economics, Commerce, and Management 2, no. 1 (2025): 463-479.
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Similarly, the role of whistleblowing in corporate governance is explored in research, which
suggests that effective whistleblowing systems contribute significantly to improving
organizational governance. The authors state that companies that implement whistleblowing
systems in compliance with relevant legal frameworks enhance their overall transparency and
ethical conduct. This transparency not only aids in detecting fraud but also ensures that
organizations maintain their reputation and legal standing by promptly addressi %nduct@‘.
Furthermore, the presence of a whistleblowing system is associated with a dgcredst in corporate
corruption and unethical practices, as employees are empowered to r aud without fear of
reprisal. Study also notes that the legal protection of whistleblowers, while essential, often
remains insufficient, hindering the effectiveness of these@ s. Therefore, enhancing legal

safeguards and improving reporting mechanisms; ?ﬁ&%tal steps to optimize the role of

whistleblowing in fraud prevention’!. ’b

Fraud awareness also plays a signiﬁcant@n the effectiveness of whistleblowing systems. An
in-depth analysis of how fraud aw@%\, coupled with whistleblowing, can prevent fraudulent
activities within organizatio@ been presented®. Their study, which focuses on the local
government of Palembangiiadonesia, found that while fraud awareness was positively linked to
the recognition OQ}%‘%‘%

However, tl}séearch indicates that a well-implemented whistleblowing system, supported by

lént behaviors, it did not directly translate into stronger fraud prevention.

robust%&/ ance and fraud awareness programs, can significantly enhance fraud detection. The

authors argue that fraud awareness helps individuals recognize potential fraudulent activities

% D. Clyde, and F. Hanifah. The Role of Whistleblowing in Corporate Governance and Fraud
Prevention. Journal of Corporate Governance 21, no. 3 (2022): 456-467.

65 P. Periansya, E. Dewata, A. R. Sopiyan, Y. Sari, and A. Basyith. Whistleblowing, Fraud
Prevention, and Fraud Awareness: Evidence from the Palembang Local Government of
Indonesia. Problems and Perspectives in Management 21, no. 2 (2023): 556-566.
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early, while whistleblowing systems provide the necessary platform to report these activities. By
incorporating these two elements, organizations can build a culture that prioritizes integrity and

vigilance, ultimately preventing fraud before it escalates™.

Fear of retaliation, insufficient legal protection, and inadequate reporting mechanisms as
significant barriers to the effectiveness of whistleblowing systems has been identified$®. Despite
these challenges, the study found that organizations with stronger whistleblow@ﬁctions and
clear reporting channels experienced lower levels of fraud and hig&&aﬂs of financial
transparency. The research emphasizes the importance of creatingﬁgorate culture that not

only supports whistleblowers but also actively encourages the i of fraud>>.

The integration of whistleblowing systems with forenj(\&ounting practices is increasingly
being seen as a powerful strategy for combating f\&orensic accounting techniques, which
include detailed financial investigations and@e of advanced technologies such as artificial
intelligence and big data analysis, PsOWide organizations with the tools needed to detect
anomalies in financial records. @en whistleblower reports are integrated into forensic
investigations, organizatio Q&\onduct more thorough audits and identify fraudulent activities

that may have otherwisd,gone unnoticed. This combined approach enhances the effectiveness of
[ ]

both fraud detict®d prevention, creating a robust defense against corporate misconduct’?.

The whis@wing system is integral to maintaining internal control and transparency, serving
as a co}ﬁential channel through which employees and other stakeholders can report unethical
behaviors without fear of retaliation. The success of whistleblowing mechanisms hinges on

several factors, including organizational support, protective policies for whistleblowers, and an

% M. Z. Hossain. Forensic Accounting and Whistleblower Programs. Strengthening Corporate
Accountability. Journal of Business Ethics 45, no. 2 (2023): 115-127.
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ethical workplace culture that encourages reporting®’. This supportive framework not only helps
detect fraud but also prevents its occurrence by deterring potential wrongdoers who understand

that there are robust systems in place to uncover misconduct.

Whistleblowing policies enable organizations to take proactive measures to mitigate risks before
they cause harm. As emphasized, organizations that have well-established whistleblowing
systems are better positioned to identify early signs of fraudulent activities. T sttems are
particularly effective in industries or sectors prone to corruptlon g&/ﬁs government
procurement or financial services, where the risks of fraud are to the large sums of
money involved and the complexity of financial transacti %fact studies show that
organizations with active whistleblowing policies report lo 1@ rates of fraud and are better at

maintaining organizational integrity®>. The abilit% etect fraud early allows for timely

interventions, which can prevent further ﬁna@ses, legal consequences, and damage to the

organization's reputation. 5\%

Furthermore, the influence of v&@b owing extends beyond mere detection; it also plays a
significant role in sh%@he organizational culture. Organizations that encourage
whistleblowing are ikely to foster a culture of ethical behavior and accountability.
[ ]

Implementin w@lowing systems can lead to a shift from a culture of fear and secrecy to
one of tran cy and openness. This cultural shift is essential not only for preventing fraud

but also“or building trust among employees, customers, and other stakeholders. Whistleblowers

often serve as critical agents of change within organizations, as their actions expose unethical

7K. K. Sari. Systematic Literature Review on Whistleblowing Systems: The Effective Solution to
Prevent Financial Accounting Fraud? Riset & Jurnal Akuntansi 8, no. 2 (2024): 1746-1754.
https://doi.org/10.33395/owner.v8i2.2316.
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practices and promote an environment where ethical standards are upheld. In this way,
whistleblowing systems contribute to the broader goal of corporate governance by ensuring that

companies operate with the highest level of integrity.

However, despite the evident benefits of whistleblowing systems, challenges remain in their
implementation and effectiveness. One of the key barriers is the fear of retaliatio%at many
potential whistleblowers experience. The importance of providing legal@ctions for
whistleblowers, as this not only ensures their safety but also encoura&gmé employees to
report misconduct has been discussed®?. Without these protections, es may feel reluctant
to come forward due to concerns about career repercussions @01 | ostracization. Therefore,
organizations must not only establish clear and accessib porting channels but also offer
guarantees of confidentiality and protection for t% ho report fraud. This, in turn, will

strengthen the overall effectiveness of the W@wing system and improve fraud prevention

outcomes. ° 5&

N\
In conclusion, whistleblowitig A’%‘&?ucial element of corporate governance, playing an
indispensable role in the e@ﬁon and early detection of fraud. By facilitating transparency,
promoting accoun‘t%b'\' , and ensuring that employees feel safe to report misconduct,
whistleblowirg temls help mitigate the risks of fraudulent activities and protect the interests of

both the or
Qfﬁ‘

whistle ing policies requires a supportive organizational culture, effective protection for

tion and its stakeholders. As demonstrated, the successful implementation of

whistleblowers, and a commitment to ethical standards>. As organizations continue to prioritize

good governance, the role of whistleblowing in preventing fraud will remain a cornerstone of

sustainable business practices’?.
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2.3.2 Enhancing Transparency and Accountability

Whistleblowing plays a crucial role in promoting accountability and transparency within
organizations, particularly in corporate governance frameworks. Whistleblowers are often
instrumental in exposing unethical or illegal activities that might otherwise go unnoticed. By
bringing attention to these issues, they help mitigate corruption and other malpractices, that could
harm the integrity of an organization®. Additionally, whistleblowing contribut Q*bilding a
culture of integrity, where individuals are encouraged to speak out against, wrgtigdoings, thus
helping companies maintain their ethical standards and prevent gove@failures. The act of
reporting misconduct also serves to protect the broader p lic$erest, making sure that

organizations operate in a transparent and accountable man@ ecially in environments where

corruption or other unethical behavior may otherwisi b@looked“.

Whistleblowing is a vital tool for ensuring ﬂ\&grity of corporate governance systems. By
exposing unethical practices or illega ﬁvities, whistleblowers play an essential role in
fostering accountability and tran%{ce?c\y within organizations. The act of reporting such
misconduct helps organizati@entify issues early on, which allows them to address these
concerns before they es ® into larger problems. In the context of corporate governance, the
contributions of @%&kﬁowers are critical for ensuring that decision-making processes are
transparent, @hat those responsible for misconduct are held accountable for their actions®.

Moreo\q,/%ompanies that actively support whistleblowing create a safer environment for

employees to report misconduct without fear of retaliation, which in turn strengthens the overall

%8 A. Tanwar, & M. Dutta. Whistleblowing as a Pillar of Corporate Governance. International
Journal for Multidisciplinary Research (IJFMR), 7, no. 3 (2025): 2-6.

8 J. Sahoo, B. Biswal, & P. Sarangi. Voices of Truth: The Role of Whistleblowing in
Strengthening Governance and Accountability in India. International Journal of Political Science
and Governance, 7, no. 1 (2025): 2-5.
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governance framework. By establishing strong whistleblower protection mechanisms,
organizations are better equipped to deal with ethical breaches and promote a culture of

accountability>®.

Whistleblowing is essential in the context of corporate governance as it enhances transparency
and ensures accountability within organizations. Whistleblowers act as key agents &Xposing
unethical behavior that could otherwise remain concealed, thereby encouragin@uizations to
address these issues proactively. This process contributes to the overa et framework of
governance by promoting a culture where transparency is prioritiz unethical behavior is
swiftly addressed®. In organizations where whistleblowing %i employees feel more
secure in reporting potential misconduct, knowing tha@ir concerns will be heard and

investigated. This not only enhances the transparencb@he organization but also strengthens its

accountability mechanisms, ensuring that in@ are held responsible for their actions and

that corrective measures are taken>. 5\%

Whistleblowing plays a critical @ In promoting transparency and accountability within
corporate governance s \s. The study underscores the importance of internal
whistleblowing sys.te in detecting misconduct and reinforcing organizational integrity. Ethical
employee be av@ fundamental in fostering a culture of transparency and supporting
governance eworks. Internal whistleblowing systems not only provide a mechanism for

identifN unethical practices but also serve as a preventive measure against corporate
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malfeasance. They help in safeguarding the organization’s reputation and maintaining

stakeholder trust by ensuring that violations are promptly addressed’.

A key finding in the study is the relationship between effective internal whistleblowing systems
and the protection mechanisms that support them. Well-designed systems that include clear
reporting channels, confidentiality safeguards, and anti-retaliation policies in&ase the
likelihood of employees coming forward with concerns without fear of r@?@'on. These
systems, when paired with robust protection measures, enhance organizwg.:Ansparency and
accountability, enabling the organization to manage risks effectiv adhere to regulatory
compliance®’. Whistleblowing is seen as a foundational elen@o corporate governance that
ensures ethical compliance across all levels of an organiz@. By facilitating the reporting of
misconduct, whistleblowing mechanisms help to pr% rganizational accountability and deter
unethical practices. Effective governance rks integrate whistleblowing systems to
uphold employee rights and ensure that)&al behavior is consistently maintained throughout

S

the organization®’. Q
2.3.3 Strengthening Int ®0ntrols and Risk Management

Whistleblowing is an ntial mechanism within corporate governance, playing a pivotal role in
strengthening in&n}t controls and enhancing risk management frameworks. It involves
employees l@akeholders reporting misconduct, fraud, or unethical behavior within an

organizatien. Internal control systems are designed to protect an organization’s assets, ensure the

accuracy of financial reporting, and promote compliance with applicable laws and regulations. A

0 C.W. Lee & P.T. Liu. Employee Ethics and Corporate Governance: Evaluating Internal
Whistleblowing Mechanisms. Journal of Applied Finance & Banking 15 (2), 2025; 35-55.
https://doi.org/10.47260/jafb/1523.
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well-structured internal control system involves a range of processes, such as segregation of
duties, regular audits, risk assessments, and clear reporting lines. However, even the most robust
internal controls can be undermined by unethical practices or insufficient monitoring. This is
where whistleblowing becomes crucial. A whistleblowing system provides employees with a
secure and confidential channel to report misconduct that may not be easily detectable through

X

Whistleblowing mechanisms are not merely supplementary; they are int {Gdnponents of an

regular internal audits or monitoring procedures’!.

effective internal control system. Whistleblowing systems help in fymg and addressing
financial mismanagement, corruption, and other forms of mis ﬁat may otherwise remain
hidden. For instance, in the public sector in Indonesia, th plementatlon of whistleblowing
systems alongside internal controls has significa improved the detection of fraud and
mismanagement in government institution&%abling employees to report irregularities
anonymously, whistleblowing systems,eg&e the transparency of the organization's operations,
making it harder for unethical prac‘@ \ﬂourish undetected?®.

Moreover, whistleblowing Acornplernen‘[ other internal control mechanisms such as audits,
compliance checks; a%ersight committees. As organizations face increasingly complex risks,
from financia m@rﬁng to cyber threats, whistleblowing serves as an early-warning system,
helping to i y potential threats before they escalate into major issues. Employees who are

aware\ofsﬁnethical behavior but are unable to report it effectively can become complicit in

fraudulent activities. Whistleblowing systems break down these barriers, empowering employees

"U'H. Z. Lubis et al. The Interplay of Internal Control, Whistleblowing, Good Governance, and
Organizational Culture in Fraud Prevention: The Moderating Role of Information Technology.
LEX Localis - Journal of Local Self-Government 23, no. 10 (2024): 1812—-1834.
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to act as the “eyes and ears” of the organization and ensuring that internal controls remain

effective and robust’2.

In addition to strengthening internal controls, whistleblowing plays a critical role in enhancing an
organization’s risk management framework. The significant role of whistleblowing systems in
reducing earnings manipulation and improving the accuracy of financial reportirl&as been
highlighted®?. One of the most significant benefits of whistleblowing systems @ impact on
organizational culture. Organizational culture shapes the values, beliefs, gﬂ&hﬁviors that guide
employees’ actions and decision-making. A culture of transparency, 4 ty, and accountability
is essential for fostering good governance and preventing frau@’ histleblowing systems play a
crucial role in promoting these values by providing employe ith a platform to report unethical
conduct and by reinforcing the organization’s comrr@l to ethical behavior’. In organizations
with strong whistleblowing policies, emplo, more likely to feel empowered to report
misconduct, knowing that their concerpsywill be taken seriously and handled confidentially. The
implementation of a whistleblowin@c&m encourages employees to adhere to ethical standards
and discourages fraudulent @or When employees are confident that whistleblowing will

result in corrective acti they are more likely to report wrongdoing, which ultimately
strengthens the e@ure of the organization’™.
\X Q

2 M. Bowen et al. The Role of Internal Controls in Preventing Corporate Fraud. Journal of
Business Ethics 45(3), 2010; 457-467.

73 F. Rahmawati & H. Islamiyati. Corporate Fraud and Prevention Mechanisms in Indonesia: A
Review. Journal of Business Ethics and Corporate Governance 20 (1), 2024, 67-83.

74 M. Bashir et al. The Role of Whistleblower Disclosure in Corporate Governance. Journal of
Risk and Financial Management 18(2), 2024; 65. https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm18020065.
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Furthermore, a whistleblowing system helps in establishing a positive feedback loop. As
employees witness the organization’s commitment to addressing reported issues, they are more
likely to trust the system and engage with it in the future. This trust enhances the overall integrity
of the organization and reduces the likelihood of fraudulent behavior, as employees become
more aligned with the organization’s ethical values. An effective whistleblowing system not only
prevents fraud but also promotes a culture of transparency and ethical conduct, w Q&swssential
for long-term success’>. Whistleblowing systems are integral to the effectivéfiess of GCG,
particularly in preventing fraud and unethical behavior. These syste@bvide an avenue for
employees and stakeholders to report misconduct without fear of rétaliation, thereby upholding
the principles of accountability and transparency that are ental to good governance. In
organizations with strong corporate governance fr w@s, whistleblowing systems act as a

deterrent to unethical conduct and contribute to th rall integrity of the governance structure’®.

Moreover, the integration of whistleblowing systems within corporate governance frameworks
aligns with regulatory requiremen‘@ga\industry standards. Many regulatory bodies, including
the Financial Services Au@ (OJK) in Indonesia and the Securities and Exchange
Commission (SEC) in Qited States, have recognized the importance of whistleblowing in

[ ]
strengthening co@g vernance and mitigating risks associated with fraud and corruption’”.

5 S. Alh g %e Effectiveness of Whistleblowing Systems in Enhancing Corporate Governance.

Interna\& Journal of Business Ethics 45(2), 2023; 173—-188.

76 R. Yulianti et al. The Role of Internal Control Systems and Good Corporate Governance in
Fraud Prevention Efforts: A Literature Review. Frontiers in Business and Economics 3(1), 2024;
39-54. https://doi.org/10.56225/finbe.v3i1.325.

77T, W. Hakki et al. Internal Control, Governance Risk Management, Compliance, and Fraud
Prevention: The Moderating Role of Good Corporate Governance. Journal of Accounting and
Financial Management, 6(4), 2025): 2057-2074
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These regulatory frameworks encourage organizations to establish whistleblowing systems as
part of their broader governance strategy, ensuring compliance with legal and ethical standards.
2.3.4 Promoting an Ethical Corporate Culture

Whistleblowing plays an essential role in promoting an ethical corporate culture, particularly in
the context of corporate governance. It is regarded as a mechanism through which employees or
stakeholders report unethical, illegal, or harmful activities occurring within %izaﬁon.
Whistleblowing is not just a formal procedure but a vital part of corporate gdyeriance that seeks
to address and prevent misconduct. Whistleblowing underscores its @ nce in maintaining

corporate integrity and shows that it is a key part of good governance practices, emphasizing the

need for ongoing improvements in policies and mindsets i ‘i@- (siness world>. A key aspect of
whistleblowing is its role in promoting a corp ra}b%ture that values ethical behavior.
Whistleblowing is central to promoting and uphol ound corporate governance practices on a
global scale®. Organizations that integratx\hfstleblowing into their governance structures not
.
only comply with regulatory standar{@ also cultivate a culture of transparency. By ensuring
that employees feel empowere %port wrongdoing without fear of retaliation, organizations
can foster an environmeb@%st and accountability. This, in turn, enhances ethical standards

and ensures that it@iship of the organization is held accountable for any unethical actions

that may occupwithin the organization.

O

Howe@ effectiveness of whistleblowing policies largely depends on the protection offered
to whistleblowers. It was argued that whistleblowing is a crucial component of an organization’s
corporate governance plan, as it enables workers to take action against instances of misbehaviour,

so contributing to the preservation of a secure work environment, while simultaneously
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safeguarding the company’s earnings and reputation’s. Without robust legal protections and clear
reporting channels, whistleblowers may face retaliation, job loss, or social ostracism, which
could deter potential reporters from coming forward. Therefore, implementing strong

whistleblower protection policies is not just a legal obligation but a cultural necessity for any

S\

The act of blowing the whistle can have significant psychological and social uences for

organization aiming to maintain a healthy ethical environment.

the whistleblower. Often, whistleblowers find themselves caught betwgﬂ‘geadesire to do the
right thing and the fear of personal and professional repercussions. ychological toll faced
by whistleblowers, ranging from stress and anxiety to soa nation, has been widely
acknowledged in the literature>. This is especially the ca@ organizations with poor ethical
climates, where the act of reporting misconduct m%%?iewed as a betrayal or disloyalty. As
such, organizations must create a suppor@ronment for whistleblowers, where their
concerns are addressed fairly and With()Kb%lS. As was noted, a "comprehensive and effective
whistleblowing system has many k@ca‘\ponents, including a well-defined policy framework, a
reliable platform for reportin&%plaints, an organised and practical strategy for responding to
such complaints®. A %@rent, non-punitive response to whistleblowing not only reassures

employees but @xﬂ ances the organization's ethical standing, further solidifying the

importance @ective corporate governance.

\*

8 U. Pandey & R. Singhal. Whistleblower Protection and Corporate Wrongdoings. International
Journal of Novel Research and Development, 2023.
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Whistleblowing, by definition, involves the disclosure of wrongdoing, often illegal or unethical
behavior, by an individual, typically an employee, within the organization”. The importance of
establishing robust whistleblowing mechanisms within an organization cannot be overstated.
Ethical behavior within organizations is crucial for ensuring transparency, fostering a reputation
of trust, and mitigating potential risks that may arise from unethical actions®’. These behaviors,
which reflect the organization’s core ethical values, significantly influence the co *y& overall
reputation and can impact external stakeholders' trust, including invest@rs #fd customers.
Whistleblowing systems contribute to this process by enabling em to disclose issues
without fear, which in turn strengthens the organizational framéor omotes ethical behavior,

and helps avoid financial and reputational risks®’. Q

In India, the implementation of Section 177 of 6@mpanies Act (2013) mandates that

companies establish a vigil mechanism to r thical behavior, fraud, or violations of the

company's code of conduct. This chb&m is designed to ensure that whistleblowers are

protected against retaliation and é{cla\izationgo. However, while legal provisions exist, the

practical implementation of ?&%aws remains challenging, particularly in fostering employee

awareness and trust in t &em. Employees often remain reluctant to report unethical behavior
S\

due to the fear QE Qﬂ

Strengtheni@ese mechanisms, enhancing employee education on whistleblowing, and

Is, such as job loss or harassment, leading to a culture of silence.

ensuri gkctive implementation of legal protections are necessary steps for improving

corporate governance in India%’.

7 N. Smaili. Building an Ethical Culture by Improving Conditions for Whistleblowing. Journal
of Business Strategy 44 (1), 2021; 37-43. https://doi.org/10.1108/JBS-07-2021-0123.

80 R. Dwivedi & T. Nandan. Whistleblowing in India: A Study of Corporate Employees. Journal
of Business Ethics 20 (4), 2017; 640-656.
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On a broader scale, whistleblowing contributes significantly to promoting an ethical culture in
organizations. An internal whistleblowing system is an essential tool for building and
maintaining an ethical corporate climate®. By providing employees with a structured process to
report unethical activities, organizations can not only address misconduct but also demonstrate
their commitment to ethical standards. However, the success of such systems depends heavily on
the organizational climate, which must be conducive to reporting unet Q{pactices.
Organizations need to create an environment where whistleblowers feel| safe; valued, and
confident that their concerns will be handled appropriately. A @ effective internal

whistleblowing systems, as seen in high-profile cases like W 1(@ and Enron, can lead to
:‘onéé.

severe consequences for both the whistleblower and the or

Moreover, whistleblowing systems must be suppo%%?strong regulatory frameworks to be
effective. The ethical climate within orga @ bolstered by regulatory strength, plays a
pivotal role in shaping the effectiveneg&whistleblowing systems. Regulatory frameworks
provide a legal basis for protectin%iga\leblowers and ensuring that their disclosures are acted
upon appropriately. Without " pport, whistleblowers often face retaliation, including social
isolation and career s &s, which undermine the system’s effectiveness®!. The role of
leadership in foé%é

leadership 1 ical to ensuring that the organization's values are communicated clearly to all

n ethical corporate culture cannot be overlooked. Strong ethical

employ?gdnd that ethical behavior is consistently promoted across all levels. Ethical leadership

influences employee behavior, setting the tone for the organization's culture and helping to

81 M. S. Adli, M. H. Hamid, R. Said, & F. M. Razali. Whistleblowing Effectiveness: The Role of
Ethical Climate and Regulatory Strength in Shaping the Whistleblowing Index. Advanced
International Journal of Business, Entrepreneurship and SMEs 7 (24), 2025; 209-223.
https://doi.org/10.35631/A1JBES.724014.
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reduce unethical actions. When leaders model ethical behavior and show a commitment to
whistleblowing policies, employees are more likely to engage in ethical practices and report
misconduct®’.

24 Summary of the Review

This chapter explores the theoretical and conceptual foundations of whistleblowing as a key
element of corporate governance. It defines whistleblowing as the disclosure of u Q&, illegal,
or harmful activities within an organization, either internally to managemegnt §t° externally to
regulators or the public. The central aim of whistleblowing is @r ote transparency,
accountability, and ethical conduct. Whistleblowing can be i or external, and it may be
motivated by altruism, revenge, or duty. Altruistic whistle ‘@act to protect others; revenge-
driven ones act out of personal grievance; and dvtb%md whistleblowers are guided by
professional or moral obligation. The cha f;‘b§

so distinguishes between good faith

whistleblowing, which seeks to correct wrongdoing, and malicious whistleblowing, which

X
N
Q;\"J

The theoretical framework re *two major theories; Agency Theory — Whistleblowing helps

involves false or harmful claims.

resolve conflicts betwe anipals (owners) and agents (managers) by reducing information
asymmetry and @1 unethical practices. It acts as a monitoring tool that enhances
transparenc%r_bé aligns management actions with shareholder interests. Stakeholder Theory,
Propo% Freeman, this theory emphasizes that organizations are accountable to all
stakeholders, not just shareholders. Whistleblowing protects stakeholder interests, employees,

customers, and society, by ensuring ethical and responsible corporate behavior.

The chapter identifies whistleblowing as a pillar of corporate governance through four key

functions:
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1. Fraud Prevention and Early Detection: Whistleblowing systems provide confidential
channels for reporting fraud, complementing internal audits and deterring misconduct.
ii.  Enhancing Transparency and Accountability: It ensures openness in decision-making and
reinforces trust between organizations and stakeholders.
iii.  Strengthening Internal Controls and Risk Management: Whistleblowing sxs as an

early-warning mechanism that improves compliance and reduces ethiciQd inancial

risks. ( )
iv.  Promoting an Ethical Corporate Culture: By encouraging ethi@duct and protecting

whistleblowers from retaliation, organizations buili a\culture of integrity and

transparency. Q

In conclusion, the chapter establishes that whistlebl@ is both an ethical duty and a strategic
governance tool. Grounded in agency and sta@ theories, it fosters corporate accountability,
strengthens institutional integrity, and su s sustainable governance practices.

Chapter Three
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The Legal and Institutional Framework for Whistleblowing in Nigeria
Whistleblowing is a vital tool for promoting transparency, accountability, and good governance
in Nigeria. However, its success depends on effective legal and institutional frameworks that
protect whistleblowers from retaliation. This chapter examines the evolution of whistleblower
protection in Nigeria, beginning with the 2016 Whistleblower Policy and subsequent legislative
efforts such as the Whistleblower Protection Bill. It also reviews the roles of Qns itutions,
including the EFCC, ICPC, and the Federal Ministry of Finance, in enfor%gti-corruption
measures. Despite progress, challenges such as weak legal backin@x enforcement, and
cultural resistance continue to limit whistleblowing effectivengss. chapter aims to assess
these gaps and highlight the need for stronger laws tutional support to enhance
accountability and encourage ethical reporting in Nigep Q
3.2. Historical Evolution of Whistleblowin Pr(ﬂb ons in Nigeria
The evolution of whistleblower protectionxxgeria has been marked by significant milestones,
yet it has faced numerous challenge&@\setbacks. Whistleblowing has emerged as an essential
tool in the fight against corrupt@ t the legal and institutional frameworks designed to protect
whistleblowers have 0fte®%nadequate. Initially, the Nigerian government’s approach lacked
formal legal s @, leaving whistleblowers vulnerable. The introduction of the
Whistleblowe@ic/y in 2016 represented a pivotal shift, offering financial incentives to
encou ag@’gens to report corruption. While the policy contributed to the recovery of stolen

public funds, it lacked a comprehensive legal framework to shield whistleblowers from

retaliation. This gap exposed whistleblowers to risks such as job loss, physical threats, and legal
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action for exposing corruption®?. Despite its success in uncovering corruption, the policy was
unable to guarantee the safety of those coming forward due to the absence of robust legal

protections.

A significant development in the evolution of whistleblower protections came with the
introduction of the Whistleblower Protection Bill in 2019. This bill aimed to fo@ize and
enhance protections, specifically addressing the challenges faced by whistleb@ under the
2016 policy. It proposed safeguards against retaliation, including QggLA)rotections for
whistleblowers' identities, protection from job dismissal, and e @ysical security when
necessary®”. However, the bill has faced delays in legislative®§ﬂ, limiting its potential to

strengthen whistleblower protections. Q

Despite these efforts, Nigeria's legal system conti&? grapple with gaps in whistleblower
protection. The whistleblowing policy has nb\\%’?supported by a substantial legal framework,
resulting in mixed outcomes. High-proﬁ\ istleblowers, despite their contributions to exposing
corruption, have often faced. si @nt personal and professional repercussions. A notable
example is the case of fo @n‘[ral Bank Governor Sanusi Lamido, whose efforts to expose
corruption at the hi‘gh &s of government led to professional retaliation, including job loss®’.
Such cases hi h@he persistent fear of reprisals that deters many potential whistleblowers
from comin ard, despite the policy's financial incentives.

\*

82 E. Ojobo. 4 review of the effectiveness of the Nigerian whistleblowing stopgap policy of 2016
and the Whistleblower Protection Bill of 2019. Journal of African Law, 67(4), 2023; 487-494.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021855323000098

8 H. A. Salihu. Whistleblowing Policy and Anti-Corruption Struggle in Nigeria: An Overview.
African  Journal of Criminology and Justice Studies, 12(1), 2019, 55-64.
https://digitalscholarship.tsu.edu/ajcjs/vol12/iss1/14
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The legal framework’s inadequacies are further compounded by a lack of public awareness and a
deeply ingrained culture of silence. The Whistleblower Protection Bill of 2019 also sought to
broaden the scope of protected disclosures, aiming to create a cultural shift in which people are
more willing to report corruption without fear of retaliation’. However, until the bill is passed
and effectively implemented, the protection mechanisms for whistleblowers will remain
incomplete. While the government has introduced temporary measures, such Qe reasury
Single Account (TSA), to address financial misconduct, these measures @Qannot ensure
adequate protection for whistleblowers in the face of pervasive c@n”. The persistent

challenges surrounding whistleblower protections reflect broademissues with corruption in

Nigeria. Corruption in Nigeria is deeply rooted in cultura Qc political structures that enable
patronage and nepotism®. The historical lack of c@ility in both the public and private
sectors has fostered a culture in which whistleblcﬁ& is often seen as disloyal or even taboo’.
Therefore, beyond legislative reforms, a cultural shift is necessary to support whistleblowers and

reduce the risks they face in exposin@\\p‘uon.

In December 2016, Nigeria i@c%i the Whistleblower Policy to combat systemic corruption,
offering incentives of 2 5»& 5% of recovered funds. However, it lacked provisions to protect
whistleblowers fi o&aﬁon, leaving them exposed®. Despite multiple attempts to pass a
Whistleblow@otection bill in Nigeria's National Assembly, the bills have stalled, and no
comprb@/gi've legal framework has been established to safeguard whistleblowers. In September

2025, the African Centre for Media & Information Literacy (AFRICMIL) organized a national

84 T. Olaleye-Oruene. Corruption in Nigeria: A cultural phenomenon. Journal of Financial Crime,
5(3), 1998, 232-234.

85 Global Voices. (2025, September 25). The judiciary’s dilemma: Protecting Nigeria’s
whistleblowers without legislation. Global Voices. https://globalvoices.org/2025/09/25/the-
judiciarys-dilemma-protecting-nigerias-whistleblowers-without-legislation/
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forum in Abuja to engage Federal High Court judges on the fragile whistleblowing framework
and their role in protecting whistleblowers. Harry Ogwuche, Director of Economic and Social
Rights at Nigeria’s National Human Rights Commission (NHRC), stressed that protecting
whistleblowers is an investment in fundamental human rights as enshrined in Nigeria's
Constitution and international agreements’>. Whistleblowers in Nigeria face severe retaliation,
including surveillance, job loss, and even death threats, further discouraging i Qdu Is from
reporting corruption and misconduct. Civil society organizations and advoc%sj ve called for
the immediate passage of a whistleblower protection law, one t@rantees anonymity,
penalizes retaliation, and establishes an independent body to ov @e& They have also urged

judges to take an active role in safeguarding whistleblowe@ terpreting existing laws in the

spirit of transparency and protection’?. ; be

Between 2017 and 2023, Nigeria's Whistle olicy facilitated the recovery of significant
assets, totaling over N83 billion, $609 miltien, and €5.4 million. These funds were deposited into
the Federal Government's Assets %&%\ery Account at the Central Bank of Nigeria. Notable
recoveries include the 2017 r@l of $43.5 million, £27,800, and ¥23.2 million from Osborne
Towers in Lagos, than Qa whistleblower’s tip-off. Another major recovery amounted to
N70.9 billion, $@§$ﬁ , and £21,500, attributed to public cooperation. Coordinated by the
Ministry of%éce with the support of agencies such as the EFCC, ICPC, DSS, and NFIU, the
policy\%gd to empower citizens in the fight against corruption®®. However, challenges such as
citizen disengagement, a culture of silence, and the absence of a legal framework have hindered

its effectiveness. While the policy facilitated asset recoveries and promoted transparency, its lack

8  Arise News. (2025, October 14). Nigeria recovers N83bn, $609m, €5.4m through
whistleblowing policy in 6 years. Arise TV. https://www.arise.tv/nigeria-recovers-n83bn-609m-
e5-4m-through-whistleblowing-policy-in-6-years/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
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of legislative backing left whistleblowers vulnerable to retaliation. Despite these challenges, the
policy established clear procedures for reporting financial misconduct, ensuring confidentiality
and protection for whistleblowers. Efforts are underway to reintroduce the Whistleblowing Bill
to the National Assembly for legislative action. In summary, while the policy achieved notable
financial recoveries and bolstered transparency, the lack of legal protections for wl&blowers

<
o

The trajectory of whistleblower protections in Nigeria has been shaped by impertant milestones,

remains a significant obstacle to its success’.

ongoing challenges, and continuous advocacy. Introduced under t sidential Initiative on
Continuous Audit (PICA), the Whistleblower Policy of 201@15’, t to encourage citizens to
report financial misconduct by offering financial incentives, /Although the policy resulted in
substantial recoveries, it lacked legal backing, lea\@%stleblowers vulnerable to retaliation
and legal uncertainties. Recognizing the jud'%”&ritical role in safeguarding whistleblowers,
AFRICMIL convened Nigeria’s first N@@ Interactive Forum for Judges on Whistleblowing
and Whistleblower Protection in %@er 2025. The forum, held in Abuja, brought together
judges, anti-corruption agencf&\gds, civil society organizations, and media representatives to

discuss the judiciary's @ibility in interpreting and enforcing whistleblower protections. The

[ ]
event underscoreQTEQ\&
confidence @dicial effectiveness®’.

d for a dedicated whistleblower protection law to strengthen public

Civil sodigty organizations, including AFRICMIL, have been at the forefront of advocating for a

comprehensive whistleblower protection law. Their efforts aim to create a legal framework that

87 Whistleblowing Network. (2025, September). AFRICMIL to host forum for judges on
whistleblowing. Whistleblowing Network. https://whistleblowingnetwork.org/News-
Events/News/News-Archive/ AFRICMIL -to-Host-Forum-for-Judges-on-
Whistleblowin?utm_source=chatgpt.com
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clearly defines whistleblower rights, establishes reporting procedures, and ensures protection
from retaliation. However, the absence of such legislation continues to impede the full
realization of whistleblower protections in Nigeria’. Nigeria’s situation mirrors broader regional
challenges, as many West African countries still lack specific whistleblower protection laws.
While nations like Ghana have enacted such laws, others rely on general anti-corruption or
witness protection laws, which often fail to address the unique needs of whis Q&rs. This
underscores the significance of Nigeria's continued advocacy for a c@mprehensive legal
framework for whistleblower protection. As the evolution of whistlebl@rotections continues,
judicial engagement and civil society advocacy remain critical %er, for whistleblowers to
be adequately protected, Nigeria must enact and enfémprehensive legislation that
addresses the multifaceted challenges they face’. er

3.3. Analysis of Key Legislations and Provision%

3.3.1. The Companies and Allied Matterﬁw CAMA) 2020

N

The Companies and Allied Matter&@‘ (CAMA) 2020 includes significant provisions for
corporate governance and tran’s&% , with particular attention to whistleblowing mechanisms.
Sections 339 and 340 o@\ focus on confidential reporting, allowing employees to report
misconduct direc @yditors while ensuring their identity is protected. This provision is
intended to er@r ge transparency and discourage corporate wrongdoing. By embedding these
mecha@’go corporate law, CAMA 2020 aligns Nigeria’s legal framework with international

best practices, where protecting whistleblowers from retaliation is a central tenet of corporate
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regulation. This ensures that individuals who expose corporate malpractice are shielded from

victimization, a crucial element in promoting ethical corporate behavior®.

However, despite these provisions, the effectiveness of the whistleblowing framework under
CAMA 2020 is often debated. The Nigerian government introduced the Whistleblower
Protection Bill, which further emphasizes the protection of individuals reportir%orporate
wrongdoing. This Bill advocates for a clearer and more comprehensive framev@QQ safeguard
whistleblowers from retaliation, in alignment with global standards. T N an government
also instituted a financial incentive mechanism through the F inistry of Finance's
whistleblowing policy, which aims to reward individuals who %conomlc crimes. Despite
these initiatives, critics argue that the framework remain@omplete. There is a call for the

development of a full-scale statutory law that guara% bust protection for whistleblowers, as

the current provisions under CAMA are not @omprehensive”.

The inclusion of whistleblowing provfs@n CAMA 2020 represents a positive step towards

improving corporate transparenc combating corruption. However, experts caution that

without a more comprehe @tgal framework for protecting whistleblowers, including legal

provisions for enforg\' nt, these measures may not fully achieve their intended purpose. The
[ ]

need for further Q&}a‘[ive development is evident, particularly to provide a safeguard against

retaliation o ensure that whistleblowers are properly compensated for their role in

uncove\rhg corporate fraud and corruption®.

8 KPMG. The Sea is History: The Companies and Allied Matters Act 2020 aspires to optimize
corporate regulation in Nigeria. KPMG, 2020.

8 D. Arowolo & A. Olaniyan. Innovative anti-corruption measures and institution building in
Nigeria. Journal of African Political Economy and Development, 3, 2018, 17-18.
% Federal Ministry of Finance. (2016). Whistleblowing policy.
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3.3.2. The Financial Reporting Council (FRC) Act 2011 and the Nigerian Code of
Corporate Governance 2018 (NCCG): Principle 21 on Whistleblowing.

Principle 21 of the Nigerian Code of Corporate Governance 2018 (NCCG) provides a vital link
to the concept of whistleblowing in corporate governance and financial reporting. Although it
does not explicitly mention whistleblowing, the principle creates a foundation for fostering
transparency, accountability, and ethical conduct necessary to detect and a &mrporate
misconduct. This provision focuses on the role of external auditors in ass€ssing a company’s
financial statements and internal control systems. It mandates that @rs must provide an
independent opinion on whether the financial statements are p@% a manner that achieves

fair presentation, and it also requires auditors to report

requirements®!. 2 er

The effectiveness of this process depe he availability of honest, reliable, and

specific legal and regulatory

comprehensive information. Whisthb;@g provides a mechanism for employees or
stakeholders to report fraudulent a%{ct?\s or discrepancies in the company’s financial reporting
or internal controls. Whistleb.\(%s play a critical role in exposing issues that could otherwise
remain hidden, ensurir&&uditors are given the necessary information to perform their duties

effectively. A ro@%ﬁh

that potentig‘lénancial misconduct is reported and addressed before it impacts financial

reportm{/%

tleblowing policy, therefore, complements Principle 21 by ensuring

%l Nigerian Code of Corporate Governance 2018. (2018). https://icsan.org/wp-
content/uploads/2024/11/Nigerian-Code-of-Corporate-Governance-2018.pdf

2 KPMG. (2018). Overview of the Nigerian Code of Corporate Governance 2018.
https://assets.kpmg.com/content/dam/kpmg/ng/pdf/advisory/2018-Nigerian-Code-of-Corporate-
Governance.pdf
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Principle 21 also emphasizes the importance of auditors providing an independent opinion to
ensure accountability to shareholders, investors, and the public. For this independent audit to be
effective, auditors must have access to accurate and comprehensive information about the
company’s operations and financial practices. Whistleblowing mechanisms help facilitate this by
enabling employees and stakeholders to report on potential violations or unethical conduct
without fear of retaliation. This ensures that auditors have the full scope of info Ql they need
to provide an accurate and thorough opinion. Moreover, when individuals wi@

organization

feel confident in the whistleblowing process, they are more likely t incidents of fraud,

mismanagement, or corruption, which can impact the integrity % ﬁ%al reporting®?,

A key requirement of Principle 21 is the auditors' duty t@or‘[ on compliance with specific
legal and regulatory requirements. Non—complianc%@ these standards can result in serious
consequences for the company, includin ’0 actions, fines, or reputational damage.
Whistleblowing policies allow emplqy@nd stakeholders to report breaches of legal or
regulatory requirements, helping t%ésa\re that companies remain compliant with the Nigerian
Code of Corporate Governa : *1 other relevant laws. By providing an avenue for reporting
such issues, whistleblowinghelps prevent companies from facing legal or financial consequences

due to undetecte{n&(y pliance and reinforces the importance of adhering to legal standards’®.

Furthermor&lciple 21 contributes to the broader corporate governance framework by
ensuriwat companies operate with the highest ethical standards. Transparency in financial

reporting and strong internal controls are essential components of this ethical foundation.

% Dentons. (2020). Insights on the Nigerian Code of Corporate Governance 2018.

https://www.dentonsacaslaw.com/en/insights/articles/2020/april/15/-
/media/852¢24b189a04bed84fdda29c2d1a38c.ashx
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Whistleblowing plays a central role in reinforcing an ethical corporate culture. When employees
are empowered to report unethical practices, such as fraudulent financial reporting or violations
of internal controls, without fear of retaliation, it strengthens the company’s commitment to good
corporate governance. This aligns with the broader principles of the Nigerian Code of Corporate
Governance, which emphasizes the importance of ethical conduct and accountability”. By
requiring auditors to assess the company’s financial statements and internal * and to
report on legal and regulatory compliance, the principle establishes a framew rk fof transparency
and accountability. Whistleblowing mechanisms support this fra@o by enabling the
reporting of unethical practices, which enhances auditors’ abilit %ide accurate assessments
and fosters a culture of ethical conduct and legal complia an organizations. Thus, while
the principle primarily concerns external audits, it ﬁ@uly highlights the need for robust
internal controls and transparency, which can ectively supported by a well-structured
whistleblowing policy®’.

3.3.3 The Freedom of Informatio C%S\ﬁct 2011: As an Enabler

Section 27 ensures that pub{Agfﬁcers who disclose information in good faith about
mismanagement, fraud, a%f funds, or abuses of authority are protected from civil or
criminal liability,* %sows individuals to disclose such matters without facing legal
consequences@owded they reasonably believe the disclosure reveals misconduct or a
substa ti@k to public health or safety. The section encourages transparency and

accountability by safeguarding those who expose serious issues within public institutions.

Subsection (2) further protects public officers who disclose unauthorized information when it
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pertains to matters of public interest, such as exposing corruption or significant risks to public

welfare”.

Even when information is classified for security reasons, section 28allows for the disclosure of
such information if it serves the public interest. The provision ensures that matters related to
public safety or significant public risks are not shielded from disclosure due to their %ﬁcation
status, as long as the information does not fall under specific national securit;@%er serious

exemptions outlined in the Act. This enables whistleblowers to expose m@gqﬁpublic concern,

even if they are initially categorized as sensitive or confidential. &

Section 12(2) clarifies that a public institution may de quest for information if its
disclosure would harm public safety, interfere with le éocesses or compromise security.
However, it also asserts that disclosure is mand@lf the public interest in making the
information available outweighs the potentié@n. This section thus supports whistleblowing
by ensuring that, in certain situations, §®1 e information can be disclosed to prevent harm or
address public risks, relnforcmg @prmmple that the public's right to know can supersede
concerns about confidenti hen public welfare is at stake®!. These sections collectively

provide a legal frame k that encourages the disclosure of important public information while

offering prote%&l\mdlwduals who expose wrongdoing or public safety risks.

3.34. Th@lstleblower Policy of the Federal Government of Nigeria (2016)
The Whistleblower Policy of the Federal Government of Nigeria (2016), introduced by the
Federal Ministry of Finance, aims to encourage the reporting of financial crimes, especially in

the public sector. The scope of this policy is, however, limited, as it primarily addresses financial

% Nigeria, Freedom of Information Act 2011, Federal Government of Nigeria, 2011,

https://www.cbn.gov.ng/foi/freedom%2001f%20information%?20act.pdf
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wrongdoing such as misappropriation of funds, bribery, and corruption within government
institutions. This policy has not been extended to the private sector or to broader forms of
misconduct beyond financial crimes. Therefore, while it represents a significant step in the fight

against corruption, it is constrained by its narrow focus on public sector financial misconduct®.

One of the key components of the policy is the incentive structure that rewards wl%blowers
with a percentage (ranging from 2.5% to 5%) of the amount recovered as @ylt of their
disclosures. This financial reward system has been seen as a powerful m 'V&or encouraging
citizens to come forward with information about wrongdoing. The of this approach can
be illustrated by the recovery of significant sums of money th histleblowing tips, such as
the discovery of funds in a Lagos apartment in 2017.@ﬂe this financial incentive has
encouraged many to step forward, the policy's rel@% such rewards has raised concerns
about its sustainability and the ethical implicdti offering monetary incentives for reporting
crime®. However, despite the positive, 1@‘, in terms of fund recovery, the limitations of the
policy have become apparent. %‘&\ the most significant drawbacks is the lack of a
comprehensive legal framew@protect whistleblowers from retaliation. Although the policy
offers a reward system, 1t\dodes not provide adequate protection for whistleblowers who face
reprisals from er@b}gr colleagues. The slow response by the government to address these
issues, cou@rith the absence of a robust whistleblower protection law, has meant that
WhistIBQo/Qérs often remain vulnerable to harassment, discrimination, or even violence®?. This
gap in legal protections undermines the effectiveness of the policy and has led to calls for more

comprehensive legislation, such as the proposed Whistleblower Protection Bill®.

% C. Nwoha. Corruption and whistleblowing policy in Nigeria: Gains and challenges.
Fjsstudies, 4(1), 2021, 65-71.
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3.4  Analysis of any Nigerian cases on Whistleblowing, Wrongful Dismissal/Protection of
Informants

3.4.1 Whistleblowing Related Cases

Whistleblowing, broadly understood as the disclosure of wrongdoing by insiders, has become a
crucial tool in anti-corruption efforts worldwide. In Nigeria, however, the legal Qite ture for
protecting whistleblowers remains weak and piecemeal. The courts, in a nut@g high-profile
matters, have intervened to provide relief to individuals punished ((@ issed) after making

disclosures. This chapter surveys Nigeria’s judicial response E]::@andmark cases, assesses
er 1

the patterns of protection or gaps, and situates them in the nstitutional context.

We focus on two central Nigerian cases with publn&{@cumented judgments: Aaron Kaase v.
Police Service Commission (reinstatement@fbhomas Abiodun Olamide v. Ogun State
College of Health Technology / Ogun Stq&G (dismissal and compensation). Each is examined
in terms of the court, docket m@ce?\(where available), judge, and operative relief, with
commentary on their signiﬁc@

3.4.1.1 Case Study 1: Aaren’Kaase — Reinstatement after suspension

In May 2015, a‘u’a&aase, a Principal Administrative Officer with the Police Service

Commissio%@), lodged a petition with the Independent Corrupt Practices Commission (ICPC)
and tlf\/]%nomic and Financial Crimes Commission (EFCC), alleging misappropriation of
funds to the tune of 8275 million by PSC officials, including the then PSC Chair, Mike Okiro®®.

Subsequently, Kaase was suspended indefinitely from his position without pay and without being

% Platform to Protect Whistleblowers in Africa (PPLAAF). (2017, November 30). Nigeria:
Court orders whistleblower’s reinstatement. PPLAAF.
https://www.pplaaf.org/2017/11/30/nigeria-court-orders-whistleblower-reinstation.html
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accorded the procedural rights under the Public Service Rules. He challenged the suspension
before the National Industrial Court (NIC)?’. On 30 November 2017, the National Industrial
Court sitting in Abuja, in a 10-page judgment delivered by Justice R. B. Hastrup, held that the
PSC had denied Kaase his constitutionally guaranteed right to fair hearing and had failed to
follow laid down disciplinary processes under the public service rules. The court declared the
suspension null, void, and of no effect, and ordered his immediate reinstate Q&ng with
payment of all salaries, allowances, and benefits withheld during the suspensiof”period®. The
precise docket or suit number is not publicly cited in the news analys@ever, the judgment
is often referenced as an NIC (National Industrial Court) decisi @ember 20178, After the
judgment, the PSC formally reinstated Kaase via a letter da arch 2018 (PSC/PN/173/1/195)
following “consecutive strikes out” of the spuriou cb@& brought against him. Civil society
groups such as CSNAC (Civil Society Network’@flst Corruption) hailed the approach as a
triumph for whistleblower protection in NQ&& . This case is often cited as a de facto judicial
protection for whistleblowers in Ni@even though the ruling was premised on procedural

fairness in labor/public service m@ﬂier than a specific whistleblower statute®’.

3.4.1.2 Case Study Qomas Abiodun Olamide — Dismissal for whistleblowing,
reinstatement a@a es

Thomas Ab}ob@ Olamide (a registered nurse) was employed by the Ogun State College of
Healthﬂ'\e/gllology. During her tenure, she reported irregularities, including theft of drugs under

the NHIS program, misappropriation of clinic generating sets, and interference with

97 Premium Times. (2018, March 8). Whistleblower’s reinstatement: CSNAC hails judiciary,
demands Okiro’s prosecution. Premium Times Nigeria.
https://www.premiumtimesng.com/news/more-news/262226-whistleblowers-reinstatement-
csnac-hails-judiciary-demands-okiros-prosecution.html
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investigations into an alleged rape of a nursing student. As a result of these disclosures (i.e. her
whistleblowing activities), the College viewed her as insubordinate and dismissed her in 2023.
She filed Suit No. NICN/LA/125/2023 at the National Industrial Court, Lagos Division, naming
the College and the Ogun State Attorney General as defendants®®. On 27 August 2025, Justice S.
A. Yelwa of the National Industrial Court (Lagos Division) delivered judgment. The court
declared that Olamide’s dismissal was unlawful, unfair, and null and void. Q%red her
immediate reinstatement, payment of all outstanding salaries, allowances, ar{ej ements from
the date of her suspension/dismissal to date of reinstatement, and aw@&ompensation of N5

million (Five Million Naira) in damages for the wrongful di@&he judgment explicitly

framed her as a whistleblower entitled to protection a 1ctimization, harassment, and
intimidation by the defendants®>. These two centr c@—Kaase and Olamide—offer judicial
anchors in Nigeria’s fragile whistleblower % . They demonstrate that the courts are
willing to invoke constitutional and labour é&s to protect those who expose wrongdoing. But
.

S

they also expose major limitations: t ection is reactive, limited in scope, and contingent on

a litigant’s capacity to reach co@Q
a\h’rotection of Informants in Nigeria

3.4.2 Whistleblowin%
Whistleblowing Qas\’kxe defined as the process of reporting any anomaly that occurs in an

organisation t@e appropriate authority, and such anomalies may include “corruption, health
and séfitg?ssues, financial misappropriation, fraud, mismanagement or waste of public or

investors' funds®. The purpose of promoting whistleblowing in Nigeria is to encourage the

% Starconnect Media. (2025, August 27). Court reinstates dismissed whistleblower, awards N5
million as damages. Starconnect Media. https://starconnectmedia.com/court-reinstates-
dismissed-whistleblower-awards-n5-million-as-damages/

% A. Okoye. Organisational fraud and the role of whistle-blowers in Nigeria: A critical
appraisal. Queen Mary Law Journal, 8, 2017, 35-50.
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exposure of illegal conduct in organisations in Nigeria, through improved legal protection similar
to those obtainable in the USA, the UK and Ghana. When an individual notices impropriety
being carried out in an organisation, the person faces four options—report internally, ignore it,
leave the organisation, or blow the whistle externally by, for example, notifying the media. The
third option, he warned, is very risky due to the fear of losing their present and (future job
opportunities, as well as due to the possibility of victimisation, especially in ¢ %without
adequate legal and regulatory whistleblower protection®®. Employers in Ni@ ften perceive
whistle-blowers as disloyal; thus they suspect reoccurring disloyalt@ﬁ whistle-blowers if
hired, thereby placing them on a blacklist of unemployable @ re-offenders and being
deterred from hiring them, while whistle-blowers thems@ so fear social ostracism from
their co-workers®®. These realities demonstrate thgb tinuing inadequacy of legal and
institutional frameworks to protect informants_in @n workplaces.

3.4.3 Decline of Whistleblowing Policy ﬁtlveness

Recent scholarship notes a troublin&f%hessmn in Nigeria’s whistleblowing enforcement. The
whistleblowing policy in Niges\ia%s experienced a significant decline in effectiveness and
enforcement in recent yb%%eral whistleblowers have faced reprisals including job losses,
threats, and legal %izs, often with little to no support from the government to address these
repercussions.&ey warn that given the pervasiveness of corruption the reduced level of efficacy
in whi@%ng is extremely worrying, since in the absence of robust whistleblowing systems,

corruption will continue to be inadequately challenged and misappropriation and the continuous

decay of democratic institutions will continue!®. Consequently, scholars argue that revitalizing

1001, S. Bolarinwa, T. Olola, M. Awofadeju, & B. Fonkem. The death of whistleblowing policies
in Nigeria and how it entrenches corruption and financial misappropriation. IRE Journals, 7(6),
2023, 376-382.
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whistleblowing policies cannot be overstated as these mechanisms directly influence the capacity
of institutions to combat corruption, and that an effective policy not only deters potential corrupt
activities by increasing the likelihood of detection and punishment but also fosters an
environment of accountability and transparency®® 87. These findings reflect the urgent need for a

stronger legislative and administrative framework that truly protects whistle-blc)&ers from

R
O

It was observed that over the years, victims and witnesses of crir@*Nigeria have been

retaliation.

3.4.4 Witness Protection and Safeguarding Informants

neglected and left without any form of formal recognition or rc@m prosecutors are faced
with the unwillingness of witnesses to cooperate beca Qntimidation, fear of possible
reprisals or actual threats to their lives. Witness inti ié@ is detrimental to the successful trial
of criminal cases aims at discouraging indjvid rom cooperating with law enforcement
authorities. For instance, during efforts to kbute members of the Boko Haram sect witnesses
.

were unwilling to testify because o{@weakness of not having a robust witness protection
program. Protection is a rang easures adopted at any stage of criminal proceedings to
safeguard witnesses and s?their cooperation through providing evidence, whose purpose is
to minimise and @any risk(s) witnesses may face resulting from their interaction with
prosecutors and, seCurity agencies. Her analysis highlights how the absence of such structured
protec@%anisms discourages whistle-blowing and testimony in corruption and security-
101.

related cases

3.4.5 Wrongful Dismissal and Employment Protection Cases

01'S 0. Oyakhire. An appraisal of the emerging jurisprudence for the protection of witnesses in
Nigeria. University of Benin, 2022.
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Within employment law, the jurisprudence on wrongful termination and damages in Nigeria has
been analysed. Under the common law master-servant employment relationship an employee
whose employment is wrongfully terminated is only entitled to recover damages typically, the
monetary equivalent of the prescribed notice period. However, the National Industrial Court of
Nigeria (NICN) has departed from this position, a shift confirmed by the Court of , Appeal in
Sahara Energy Resources Ltd. v. Oyebola, where in deserving cases, damage Q%ﬂing the
ordinary notice period can be awarded. The authors further cite Aloysius v. Dianiond Bank Plc.,
in which the National Industrial Court (NICN) awarded higher@n&ges and held that
termination without valid reason is contrary to international lab r%ards, a position affirmed
in Sahara Energy Resources Ltd. v. Oyebola. They des i1s as a paradigm shift can be

viewed as a necessary step to enhance employment e?@ in a context of high unemployment.
Collectively, these cases demonstrate an e\r% § judicial willingness to extend greater
protection to employees against wrongfu \dﬁmissal, paralleling the broader movement for
safeguarding whistle-blowers and wi@s in Nigeria!®2,

3.5 Summary of Chapter'&%

Chapter Three focuses @Qegal and institutional framework for whistleblowing in Nigeria,
tracing its histori @tion, current structure, and ongoing challenges. The chapter explains
that although whistleblowing has become a vital anti-corruption mechanism, Nigeria’s protective
systen%@ weak and fragmented. Initially, there were no formal safeguards for individuals

exposing misconduct, which left whistleblowers vulnerable to intimidation, dismissal, and

physical harm. The introduction of the Whistleblower Policy in 2016 marked a turning point by

102 N. E. Abangwu, U. G. Oyibodoro, D. T.A. Eyongndi, S. Shaba & F. O. Opara. Measurement
of quantum of damages for wrongful termination of employment in Nigeria: Gleaning lessons
from Ghana and Malaysia. Lentera Hukum, 12(2), 2025, 198-228.
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offering financial rewards for reports that led to asset recovery. This initiative contributed
significantly to uncovering corruption and recovering public funds, yet it lacked a solid legal

foundation to protect whistleblowers from retaliation.

Subsequent efforts, such as the Whistleblower Protection Bill of 2019, sought to institutionalize
legal protections, including confidentiality guarantees and employment safeguards. wver, the
bill has suffered repeated delays in the National Assembly, leaving Whistlebl@exposed to

professional and personal risks. Despite the success of the 2016 policy i reiq#ering over N83

billion, $609 million, and €5.4 million, the absence of comprehensi @y slation has limited its
effectiveness. Civil society organizations like AFRICMIL the¢ National Human Rights
Commission (NHRC) have continued to advocate for stro@r legal frameworks and judicial

support, framing whistleblower protection as a ﬁmd%@q&mman rights issue.

Institutionally, the Ministry of Finance, W\\@g alongside the EFCC, ICPC, and NFIU,
coordinates whistleblowing implemeﬁ@under the Presidential Initiative on Continuous
Audit (PICA). These agencie.s %XIayed central roles in verifying reports and recovering
assets, but weak coordinati r@eaucracy, and lack of awareness have undermined performance.
Moreover, cultural‘ba rs—such as fear of betrayal, lack of trust in institutions, and societal
stigma—have d@aged public participation in whistleblowing. While reforms like the

Treasury Si@ccount (TSA) have improved financial transparency, they cannot substitute for

legal thion mechanisms.

The chapter concludes that whistleblowing in Nigeria stands at a crossroads: it has proven
effective in exposing corruption and recovering stolen assets, yet remains hampered by
legislative gaps, institutional weaknesses, and a culture of silence. Without a binding legal

framework and stronger protection for informants, whistleblowing cannot reach its full potential
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as a tool for corporate governance and national accountability. The chapter calls for urgent
passage of a comprehensive Whistleblower Protection Act, cultural reorientation, and sustained
collaboration between government institutions and civil society to secure a transparent and

ethical governance environment.

89



Chapter Four
Comparative Analysis and Challenges of Whistleblowing

4.1 Comparative Legislative Approaches to Whistleblowing in China and India

2\

Whistleblowing is regularly identified as corporate control mechanism to pre nd uncover
fraud. In the People’s Republic of China and India there are several re laQy that deal with
whistleblowing and whistleblower protection in the private sector. n be categorized into
two groups: general laws applicable to whistleblowing cases®1 ecific regulations directly
created for whistleblowers'®. In 2008, China released t@)—called China-SOX in order to
provide legal protection to corporate whistleblo @m retaliation and to establish and
standardize internal controls. Article 43 of l@aa—SOX contains rules on whistleblowing,

including both regulations for the imP e >ﬁon of a whistleblowing system, as well as to

protect whistleblowers. cj\
S

Similar to China, there ar al@hws in India that apply to the field of whistleblowing. In 2004,
India introduced the ﬁg%tleblowing regulations applicable only to the public sector with the
Public Interest D@ure and Protection of Informers Resolution (PIDPIR). The Whistleblower
Protection %bas amended and supplemented in 2015 by the Whistleblower Protection Bill.
Howe\%&re are whistleblowing regulations that do apply to the private sector in Clause 49 of
the Listing Agreement of the Securities and Exchange Board of India (SEBI)*°. In both countries,

there are regulations, both for the public and private sector, which have been specially designed

103§ Oelrich, & K. Erlebach. Taking it outside: A study of legal contexts and external
whistleblowing in China and India. Asian Journal of Business Ethics, 10,2021, 129-151.
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for whistleblowers India has a more coherent system, China has more fragmented regulations.
The general preference of internal over external channels is similar across countries. The use of
an external channel is usually associated with more negative and severe impact for the
companies concerned. It is therefore in their self-interest to foster the use of internal channels.
We show that employees choose external channels when fear of retaliation is high and when they
work for smaller companies. In addition, women not only are more likely to 6 se ‘external

channels but also are less influenced by retaliation than their male colleagues®.

The state of Queensland was one of the first governments in Ao develop and adopt
)

whistleblowing legislation. The Whistleblowers Protection A was created as a direct
consequence of massive corruption in the Queensland pub ervice throughout the late 1980s
and into the 1990s'%. The Queensland scheme w% to model other state whistleblowing
legislation in Australia, including the legislai@%ed by the federal government in the Public
Service Bill of 1999. By contrast, m,&U.S. whistleblowing legislation, and consequent
administrative/organizational struc&c?n\plemented to support the legislation, prioritizes the
person from whom the info@ came more so than the information itself. The Queensland
model creates a forum Qﬁch dealing with the reported misconduct is actualized. The United
States, being a sﬁ@

any sort eves@se that are self-serving in nature. In contrast to the American model, the best

icated on the ideology of freedom of speech, allows for disclosures of

exampﬁ&ldisclosure rights and protections for employees is the Queensland legislation®!

104 S Groeneweg. Three whistleblower protection models: A comparative analysis of
whistleblower legislation in Australia, the United States and the United Kingdom. Public Service
Commission of Canada, 2001. Retrieved on the 4" of November, 2025 from Three whistleblower
protection models : a comparative analysis of whistleblower legistlation in Australia, the United
States and the United Kingdom / Sheryl Groeneweg, Comparative Merit Systems Unit. : SC3-
165/2001E-PDF - Government of Canada Publications - Canada.ca
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Whistleblower protection is increasingly recognised as important for the detection and
rectification of wrongdoing in and by organisations, as well as for enforcement of citizen and
worker rights. However, the form of the legal protections and regimes needed to achieve these

objectives remains contentious'?.

International recognition of the importance of whistleblowing through multi-lateral dgreements
such as the United Nations Convention Against Corruption (UNCAC) and G2 Corruption
Action Plan has created a demand for best-practice legislative models&he(e&as been a new
focus on comparative analysis of existing laws and the extraction of inciples to guide such
legislation®?. Notwithstanding international interest, there is n(@le ‘ideal’ or ‘model’ law that
can be readily developed or applied for most, let alone al@ntries. This is due to the diverse
and intricate ways in which such mechanisms musté@?, and integrate with, a range of other
regimes in any given jurisdiction. It is one o &G’Q national laws to seek to integrate divergent
approaches to the ‘anti-retaliation’ mo@& whistleblower protection as well as setting new
standards for the role of ‘public w&&%owing’ in such a regime. The law thus provides new

departure points for efforts to@and reconcile the ‘anti-retaliation’, ‘institutional’ and ‘public’

approaches to whistlebl @ in a mutually-reinforcing fashion.

The study also @rces that there is no single ‘ideal’ or ‘model’ law. Nevertheless, the
experience nstrates that a more ideal approach to law reform is feasible—one which
recognisey’ the different purposes and dimensions of whistleblowing laws, and thus makes
informed legislative choices in particular contexts. The researcher classified whistleblowing

system, its protection in Indonesia, and compared it with practices in the United States of

105 A J. Brown. Towards ideal whistleblowing legislation? Some lessons from recent Australian
experience. European Journal of International and Comparative Law Studies, 2013, 43—-63.
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America (USA)!'%, It finds that whistleblowing has been proven as one of most effective way to
nurture good corporate government. ... This research suggested Indonesian government to
improve whistleblowing system through comprehensive legislations and coordination among

related institutions®3.

The Congress enacted the Corporate and Auditing Accountability and Responsibilityy Act 2002
that is known as Sarbanes-Oxley Act (SOX 2002) after huge corporate scand@h as Enron
and WorldCom. As the improvement of SOX 2012 in protecting WhiS@gMS, Dodd-Frank
Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act 2010 includes t ificant changes to the
whistleblower protection law in the United States. In Indonee e are three laws related to
whistleblowing (1) UU 31 the year 1999 [Pemberantasan Tihndak Pidana Korupsi], (2) UU 8 the
year 2010 [Pencegahan Pemberantasan Tindak Pi@cucian Uang], (3) UU 13 the year
2006, that is amended by UU 31 the year 20 indungan Saksi dan Korban]. Coverage and
Reportable Fact of SOX 2002 proteqi@der SOX 2002 is afforded to an employee who
provides information regarding an@téﬁ}lct in which he reasonably believes that his employer
has violated any rules of the : ﬁities Exchange Commission. As a result of the Dodd-Frank
Act, SOX 2002 applies &t only the employees of any publicly traded company but also to
employees of its .b%mr es or affiliates®.
O
O
\®

196 D S. Rahardjo. A comparative analysis of whistleblower’s protection in Indonesia and United
States of America. Humaniora, 8(2), 2017, 181-189
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4.2 United Kingdom: The Public Interest Disclosure Act (PIDA) 1998 — key features and

effectiveness

Whistleblowers play an essential role in promoting integrity and accountability in both public
and private institutions. Exposing wrongdoing in the workplace, whistleblowers make important
contributions to the campaign against corruption. Whistleblowers make disclosures in\the public
interest, but they do so at their own risk. In the past, they were at the mercy of@%mmon law
application of general employment principles. Now, PIDA has 1nse IVA into the
Employment Rights Act 1996 (ERA)!’’. The Public Interest Disc ct 1998 (PIDA) was
therefore enacted to safeguard those who disclose info %cermng malpractice or
illegality in their organisations. It inserted Part IVA into the loyment Rights Act 1996 (ERA)
to provide protection for workers who ‘blow t%@lstle’ by reporting wrongdoing. The

whistleblowing protections provide workers “@emedy should they suffer any detriment or

N\

be dismissed as a result of blowmg .tk@isﬂe” (Department for Business, Innovation and

Skill . Q;&

PIDA’s architecture was b 'IQ}an explicit insertion into existing employment law. Part IVA is
comprised of sections 43A to 43L, which focus specifically on disclosures. These provisions
form a guidel'ne@w and to whom protected disclosures should be made. Under the statute,

protected & res’ are ‘qualifying disclosures’ made in accordance with the requirements set

107K Bouloy. The Public Interest Disclosure Act 1998: Nothing More than a ‘Cardboard
Shield’. Manchester Student Law Review, 1(1), 2012, 1-12.

108 Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS). (2013). Call for Evidence: The
Whistleblowing Framework. London: UK Government. Retrieved on the 4% of November, 2025
from Whistleblowing framework: call for evidence - GOV.UK
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out in sections 43B to 43H of PIDA. These requirements include: the type of information that

can be disclosed and to whom the disclosure can be made®*.

The United Kingdom government has periodically revised PIDA to address identified
weaknesses. The Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (2013) summarised four major
reforms introduced to modernise the whistleblowing framework: Four changes Werei&oduced:
(1) A public interest test was introduced, requiring individuals bringing@im at the
Employment Tribunal to show a reasonable belief that their disclosure )Q{Aade in the public
interest; (2) An amendment was made to the good faith test... (3) ndment was made so
that an individual who has suffered a detriment from a coa@er s a result of blowing the
whistle may bring a claim against that individual; (4) the de@ion of ‘worker’ in section 43K of
the ERA was amended®’. Despite these modiﬁcatio%{&/erall effectiveness of the framework
remains contested. The Government believe@%e overall framework works well. However,
the majority of this legislation has not b viewed since its introduction in 1998, and this has
led us to question the effectiveness Qﬁ{%\framework against the backdrop of a change in ways of
working and a shifting dyna@ the labour market®™. Azmi v Orbis Charitable Trust (2000)
highlighted “the unce & on the part of employees, the lack of transparency, and the

[ ]
dissatisfactory re@é‘t complaints, which arise when internal procedures are inadequate®.

PIDA mak@@nlawful for an employer to dismiss or victimise a worker for having made a
‘protectédedisclosure’ of information. Richard Shepherd MP introduced PIDA as a Private
Member’s Bill in 1997 and during its introduction, he noted that the Bill is, as its name implies, a
public interest measure. Were it merely an employee rights measure, I doubt that I would be able

to inform the committee that its objectives are supported by the Institute of Directors, the
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Confederation of British Industry and the Committee on Standards in Public Life as well as the

Trades Union Congress.” (Public Interest Disclosure Bill Deb 11 March 1998)!%°,

The Act was passed to provide legal protection for workers who blow the whistle on wrongdoing
in the workplace. It amended the Employment Rights Act 1996 (ERA) in England, Scotland and
Wales''?, Lord Nolan, former Chair of the Committee on Standards in Public Life, praised PIDA
for ‘so skillfully achieving the essential but delicate balance between the publi@(est and the
interest of employers.” Since its introduction, PIDA has been hailed as a esgpdctice model for
whistleblower protection and its approach has been adopted around rld!'!. The protection
provided by the Act is not subject to any qualifying period of e@y ent and so is referred to as

a ‘day one’ right in employment law. By contrast under ordi unfair dismissal, there is a two-

year qualifying period®. b’bQ
&)

A disclosure will not ‘qualify’ for protectioﬁ@s, in the reasonable belief of the worker, the
information is in the public interest @ds to show one or more of a number of listed
‘wrongdoings’. The qualifying.g di re will not be protected if by making the disclosure the
worker commits an offen @as breaching the Official Secrets Act or misconduct in public

office. The categorigg{ wrongdoing in section 43B of PIDA are: (a) criminal offences; (b)

109 Pyblic Concet%?ﬁ\]z)r}(. (2013). Report on the effectiveness of existing arrangements for
workplace whistleblowing in the UK. London: Whistleblowing Commission. Retrieved on the 4%
of Novemb 5 from Standards-Guides-Codes-EUR-2013-Report-into-the-effectiveness-of-
existing- ements-for-workplace-whistleblowing-in-the-UK.pdf

110 Department for Business and Trade & Grant Thornton UK LLP. (2023). Understanding the
effectiveness of the whistleblowing framework in Great Britain. London: HM Government.
Retrieved on the 4" of November, 2025 from Understanding the effectiveness of the
whistleblowing framework in Great Britain

I Pyblic Concern at Work. (2009). 10 Years of the Public Interest Disclosure Act. London:
PCaW. Retrieved on the 4™ of November, 2025 from Ten Years of Public Interest Disclosure Act
1998 Claims: What Can We Learn from the Statistics and Recent Research?, Industrial Law
Journal | 10.1093/indlaw/dwq018 | DeepDyve
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failure to comply with legal obligations; (c) miscarriages of justice; (d) dangers to health or
safety; (e) dangers to the environment; (f) deliberate concealment of any of the above

categories’®.

PIDA has a tiered disclosure regime giving virtually automatic protection to those who raise a
concern internally with their employer. Protection is also readily available for d%sures to
prescribed regulators (such as the Financial Services Authority, the Health and@ Executive
or the Care Quality Commission). In certain circumstances, wider disclosures example to an
MP or the media) may also be protected®’. Disclosure to an empl ill be protected if the
worker makes a qualifying disclosure to the employer or, in c@: circumstances, to a Minister
of the Crown. Disclosure to a regulator will also be protectedf the worker makes a qualifying
disclosure to a ‘prescribed person’, reasonably belie&%&%t the information and any allegation
contained within it are substantially true. Di O@to the wider public [to] any person or body
[is protected] provided that a number Qf,&fled and complex conditions are satisfied including
that the worker does not make U@\%&losme for purposes of personal gain and that it is

reasonable to make the diSCl(@l the circumstances®®.

The Act covers all Workers across all sectors, including temporary agency staff and all NHS staff
including Ge er@ctitioners. Its broad application includes UK workers based overseas
although it ot cover the genuinely self-employed or volunteers. At present non-executive
directo}s\a(e not covered by PIDA. There has been concern that whistleblowers are being gagged
in compromise and severance agreements. While the law is clear that clauses that attempt to gag
an individual from making a PIDA-protected disclosure are void, what happens in practice may
be different’”. In terms of compensation, damages under PIDA are uncapped. Overall £9.5

million has been awarded to successful PIDA claimants®®. The 2023 review confirmed that the
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Public Interest Disclosure Act 1998 framework remains the foundation of the current Great
Britain whistleblowing regime, with the following objectives: to provide a route for workers to
make whistleblowing disclosures; to protect workers who have made disclosures from detriment
and dismissal; and to support wider cultural change, in which the benefits of whistleblowing are
recognised and lead to action among employers and others®’. The report noted that while the
framework is generally seen as comprehensive and conceptually robust, there 6Q alls for

greater clarity, consistency of enforcement, and stronger institutional overs1g
4.3 South Africa: Protected Disclosures Act (PDA) — a model fo@dalone law

The PDA is derived from Part 5 of the Open Democrac B67-98], which contained a
chapter on the protection of whistle-blowers. When t &foho Committee on Justice and
Constitutional Development (‘the Committee’) re &0 Parliament on the Bill it stated that
while all parties were unanimously of the Vie\\\@t this legislation was vital for the fight against
crime, it was not appropriate to incfué@ chapter on the protection of whistle-blowers in
legislation dealing with the rig @access to information. Parliament thus embarked on a
process of redrafting the a@‘into separate legislation, the Protected Disclosures Bill [B30-
2000]. The Bill was sp\' ented to Parliament and later enacted as the PDA (South African Law

Reform Comrﬁis ion[SALRC, 2007).

Whistle-b@g generally entails that employers facilitate disclosures by employees concerning
wrongkﬁg in the workplace. Employees are often in the best position to detect criminal
activities and irregular conduct at work. The PDA was enacted with a view to creating a culture
in which employees may in a responsible manner disclose information of criminal or other
irregular conduct in the workplace by providing comprehensive statutory guidelines for the

disclosure of such information and protection against any reprisals as a result of such disclosure
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(SALRC, 2007). Prior to 2000, neither the South African common law nor statutory law made
provision for the protection of whistle-blowers. The enactment of the PDA therefore brought
significant relief to whistle-blowers. The preamble to the PDA refers to the creation of a culture

that will facilitate whistle-blowing and affirms the need for statutory protection mechanisms!'!2,

In drafting the Protected Disclosures Act, the legislature sought to fill a void in our jurisprudence,

a lacuna where neither common law nor existing statutory frameworks @ed for the

processes or protections due to those who disclosed improprieties in the gﬂiprlvate spheres.
The objective of the PDA is to protect employees or workers an e that they can come
forward without fear of reprisal when disclosing informatlo atihg to suspected or alleged

criminal or other irregular conduct by their employers.” (P rm to Protect Whistleblowers in
Africa [PPLAAF, 2023). The PDA aims to create a%@e which will facilitate the disclosure of
information by employees and workers in t @lace in a responsible manner by providing
comprehensive statutory guidelines fontb&closure of such information and protection against

reprisals.” (PPLAAF, 2023). écv\

The PDA came into effe @01 and was substantially amended in 2017. The amendments
expand protection to rkers in addition to employees; however, it does not include general
members of t It also expanded the definition of an ‘occupational detriment’ to include
any civil clt?ﬁ% the employer for the alleged breach of a confidentiality agreement or duty of
conﬁd\@hty A further amendment introduced the obligation on employers to authorise

appropriate internal procedures for receiving and dealing with improprieties and to take

'2W. Nortje. Section 9B of the Protected Disclosures Amendment Act 5 of 2017: Discouraging
whistle-blowing in South Africa? Journal of Anti-Corruption Law, 2(2), 2018, 196-213.
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reasonable steps to bring internal procedures to the attention of every employee and worker. The
amendments also create a new liability: an employer and its client are jointly and severally liable
for occupational detriment under specific circumstances. In complying with its obligation under

the AU Convention, the amendments also introduced criminalising the intentional disclosure of

S\

The Protected Disclosures Act recognises that, prior to its enactment, South A law lacked

false information (PPLAAF, 2023).

mechanisms to allow employees to report criminal or irregular conduct \)Q)(\tlear of reprisals.
It emphasises that all employers, employees, and workers share a r bility to disclose such
misconduct, and that employers have a responsibility—thoug a strict legal duty—to protect
those making protected disclosures. The Act’s purpose is@romote a culture of responsible
whistle-blowing by providing clear statutory guid%% and protection against retaliation. In
Potgieter v Tubatse Ferrochrome, the court P@faed that fostering a culture of disclosure is a
constitutional imperative central to building, a just, democratic society. This obligation aligns
with South Africa’s international %@cﬁments, particularly Article 33 of the United Nations
Convention Against Corrupt'. CAQ)”. Unlike countries such as Canada, where private-
sector protection is limi e},ée PDA applies equally to both public and private-sector employees.
An ‘employee’ Q::/@s anyone who works or has worked for an employer or the State,
including fo employees, excluding independent contractors. The definition of ‘worker,’
added%gﬂendment, covers a broader group, including independent contractors, consultants,

agents, and temporary workers, ensuring they are also protected.” (PPLAAF, 2023).

South Africa has chosen to ignore the omission of the criminalisation of false disclosures from
UNCAC and has opted instead to implement the criminalisation provisions of the AU

Convention and the SADC Protocol. This is disappointing considering the expectation which the
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PDA has created regarding the protection of whistle-blowers in a society where corruption is rife.
However, there will be individuals who provide false and malicious information with intent, and
such persons should not be allowed to do so with impunity®. Whistle-blowers should be
afforded the highest level of protection before and after exposing corrupt activities. However, the
AU Convention and the SADC Protocol make it clear that individuals may be prosecuted for
disclosing false and malicious information. It may be accepted that persons uld not be
protected if they give false information, as this may be akin to the crime of perjuty. It is argued
here that whistle-blowers deserve a fair degree of latitude, but n@&ssarily preferential

treatment. They are extremely vulnerable and should be affordeit@est level of protection®.

4.4 Challenges to Effective Whistleblowing in Nigeria Q
4.4.1. Legal Challenges: Fragmented laws, we@%ﬁation protections, ambiguity in

provisions, low enforcement. @

All of these laws are not contained in 0 % 1 document but are rather scattered across various
documents. However, the availa @of environmental laws in the country has not translated
into a cleaner environmen @fact that these laws are codified in different legal instruments
has also raised concg gwhich law applies to any given situation and which agency should
see to it that er}S enforced as it has led to situations where it has occasioned difficulty in
monitorin& cement and compliance. In many cases, the multiplicity of functions scattered

across}i&rent agencies has led to noncompliance of these laws by oil companies who exploit

this lacuna in enforcement to their advantage!'®. Legal Gaps and Institutional Fragmentation: The

1137, 0., Edo, L. Etemike & V.E. Clark. Exploring barriers to environmental law enforcement
and compliance in Nigeria Niger Delta Region. Journal of Danubian Studies and Research,
12(1), 2022, 229-233.
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proliferation of overlapping responsibilities between local, state, and federal authorities creates a
legal vacuum that undermines planning. Nigeria lacks a unified legislative approach to urban
development, resulting in conflicts between statutory bodies and customary institutions. This

fragmentation not only causes inefficiencies but also opens loopholes for corruption and weakens

>\

The problem of institutional overlap further complicates land use regulation. Qous bodies

citizens’ trust in land governance''4.

including federal ministries, state urban development boards, and local gowesfiment planning
authorities share responsibilities for land management, often @t clear jurisdictional
%delays, and exploitation of

boundaries. This multiplicity of actors leads to duplication, reg@

legal loopholes. Umeh stressed that this institutional ambig fosters bribery, inefficiency, and
political interference!?'. SOQ

“One of the primary legal challenges in enfo?t\\gaocal content requirements in Nigeria’s oil and

gas sector is the conflict arising from 6@ ing regulatory mandates. ... The unclear division

of responsibilities among these @Xlators leads to duplication of efforts and conflicting

directives, which wea overall enforcement framework” (International Journal of
§

Research and Innovat1 ocial Science [IJRISS], 2025, p. 5062)

Existing Plan% d Zomng Laws are often fragmented, outdated, and weakly enforced. As
cities ex@ rapidly, these regulatory deficiencies have contributed to spatial chaos,
infrastk(lral failure, and growing socio-economic disparities. The coexistence of customary

and statutory systems without clear harmonization has resulted in uncertainty, inequity, and

14 1. Tkechukwu-Chime. Legal and institutional constraints in Nigerian urban governance.
International Journal of Studies in Education, 16(3), 2020, 48-52.
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inefficiency in land access and use. Reforms aimed at clarifying tenure systems, strengthening
documentation, and integrating customary rights into statutory frameworks are therefore
essential'®!. Clarity can in fact be understood from the linguistic perspective of readability,
simplicity and conciseness. Yet it can also be seen from a more legal perspective a text is clear if
it provides the reader, immediately and unequivocally, with a precise solution in a concrete case.
Thus the conclusion is that, paradoxically, the principle of clarity is not as clear Q%ld first
appear, since the two above-mentioned perspectives conflict. The requiremerﬁjglft clear laws
stands in counterpoint to a long tradition of criticism citing such conc@ pathology, decline,

a crisis, and a sickness of law [including] the unintelligibilityfn curity of norms and the

ineffectiveness of law! 1. Q

Weak retaliation protections leave these employee@osed to reprisal from their employers.
Employers comparing the costs associated iating against employees with the benefits
gained can easily see that the Weakesq'%hation protections are, the more beneficial the
retaliatory behavior becomes to em@zca\s. This increases the likelihood that employees who file
claims will experience some @f retaliation. Aggrieved employees weigh the utility of filing
the claim for redress a hb the likelihood and costs of possible reprisal. Anemic retaliation
protections incre@/% ikelihood that these employees will experience retributive behavior
from their e@er. When the costs of filing a claim outweigh the benefits, employees may opt

to accéﬁt\}z&iminatory treatment or not report employer misconduct!!®.

1S A, Fliickiger. The ambiguous principle of the clarity of law. In A. Wagner et al. (Eds.),
Obscurity and Clarity in the Law. Ashgate, 2008, 9-24

116 S Steele. Rationing retaliation claims. UC Irvine Law Review, 13,2023, 993-1032.
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Judicially created doctrines ... exacerbate the problem of having narrow interpretations of anti-

retaliation law. The Faragher/Ellerth defense allows employers to escape liability ... if two

criteria are met. ... In other words, to be able to recover, the Court requires employees to report

the misconduct, yet weakens the very laws that protect employees from reprisal if they report

misconduct. This renders those employer policies and procedures ineffective and symbolic in
X

nature'%.

Weak enforcement emboldens developers to ignore zoning regulatio Q croach on
ecological zones, and build without permits. The failure to demolish i@gj structures or
prosecute offenders signals a breakdown of the rule of law. This xity fosters spatial
disorder, weakens development planning, and exposes cities to egnvitgnmental and infrastructural

risks!'0!

. Enforcement mechanisms are critically weak, arly at the local level. Most

development control agencies lack the financial %%nical capacity to monitor land use

violations. Furthermore, enforcement efforts_ar compromised by political interference,

where influential developers are shielded oﬁ‘Qegal sanctions'’!. Even where legal provisions
.

exist enforcement remains severely @romised. Multiple institutional, social, and political

challenges contribute to a W@ failure in recognizing, investigating, prosecuting, and

preventing bias-motivate@ce.

Public apathy, fear ofMetaliation and lack of whistle-blower protection discourage citizens from
reporting ¢ on. Whistle-blower Protection Policy launched in 2016; however, enforcement
and prﬁ&)n remain weak'!'’. The absence of an effective witness protection system and the
risk of victimisation have further curtailed public cooperation. Despite public declarations of

support for anti-corruption, political leaders often interfere with investigations, especially when

7P A. Essoh, S.D. Udom & S.A. Okoro. An assessment of Nigeria’s anti-corruption agencies:
Challenges and implications for national development. International Journal of Social Science
and Humanities Research, 8(5), 2025, 1-14.
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allies are involved. Selective prosecution and a lack of autonomy for anti-graft agencies erode
public trust. The persistence of high-profile corruption cases and the apparent inability of anti-
graft agencies to secure timely and effective prosecutions raise serious concerns about the

institutional capacity and integrity of Nigeria’s anti-corruption framework!%,

Despite formal legal mandates, anti-graft agencies suffer from chronic underﬁmdi* lack of

skilled personnel and weak enforcement capacity. These limitations are com
politicisation of anti-corruption efforts, which often results in seleo& estigations and
prosecutions based on political interests rather than legal merit'% 1 weaknesses such as
poor commitment to ethical standards, accountability and arency within the agencies
themselves—factors that erode public trust and limitﬂe cope for institutional reform'%*
Without citizen engagement and protection m@ sms, whistleblowing as a tool for
accountability remains weak!®. Political 1nm\§@fnbce continues to be a formidable obstacle to
effective whistleblowing. When pohﬁ@fxposed persons are implicated, cases are often
stalled, dismissed, or redlrected u@f?paque conditions, leaving whistleblowers unprotected.
Delays in trials, frequent ents and legal technicalities allow suspects to evade justice.
N

t104

High-profile cases som take years without resolution, weakening the deterrent effec

Public admini@/aon in Nigeria is characterised by low transparency, pervasive patronage, and
limite@ability. These systemic issues frustrate citizen reporting and diminish confidence

in anti-corruption bodies. The failure of leadership to institutionalise open-government practices

118

perpetuates secrecy and limits the emergence of a strong whistleblowing culture''®. Bureaucratic

118 T Chime. Public accountability and ethical governance in Nigeria: The paradox of

institutional corruption. International Journal of Social Sciences and Education (IJOSE), 16(3),
2020, 40—46.
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bottlenecks, political patronage, and fear of losing employment prevent civil servants from
disclosing corrupt practices, even when evidence is available. Weak enforcement of public-
sector ethics codes and inadequate punitive measures embolden offenders and discourage
internal reporting. Nigeria’s public accountability framework relies heavily on hierarchical
loyalty rather than institutional checks, making whistleblowing appear as betrayal rather than
civic duty. Fear of victimisation, lack of legal immunity, and social ostracis Qe{ecurring
deterrents to disclosure of official corruption. Unless the Nigerian state demonstfates consistent
political will by protecting informants and enforcing sanctionst retaliatory acts,
whistleblowing will remain symbolic rather than transformative'®

4.4.2. Socio-Cultural Challenges: Fear of retaliation, "@c; brotherhood" and loyalty,

stigma, lack of trust in anonymity, corruption. be

One of the key features of the extended fa )@%&m as practised in Africa is communalism.
From a general perspective, communalisy@ans the living together by members of the extended
as a harmonious community Whe@Kga\person is his brother’s keeper. Living in community
here connotes the idea of coll .®ion towards the realization of the common good!!"”. Enshrined
within the definition, is &a of the bond of brotherhood that holds those living communal life
together. Obviou(;/i(xbh t such sentiment of unity and brotherhood pursuing a common good
by the com @ would not be possible. This is explained by the fact that it is such spirit of
brothe\@that guides their behaviour especially for those who act in the capacity of civil

servants!,

19°W.0. Otaluka. The Cultural Roots of Corruption: An Ethical Investigation with Particular
Reference to Nepotism. University of KwaZulu-Natal, 2017. Retrieved on the 4" of November
2025 from The cultural roots of corruption : an ethical investigation with particular reference to
nepotism. | Semantic Scholar
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Africans believe in a general bond of relationship. This in his account implies that everybody is
related to everyone in a complex bond of mutuality. Though such blood bond cannot be traced
but they are known by the gods who reward in accordance to how one upholds his obligations to
respect such blood bonds. Abakare emphasis that this is the foundation and basis of life in
African communities!®. What the label communalism place in the minds of African,is nothing
but the idea of common spirit, a collective spirit of being together; harmoniously ing for the
benefit of all the substance of the communal life in the whole of Africa. Each|indj¥idual member

of the community sees the community as themselves, as one with ther@aracter and identity.

<7

Each individual sees every other individual member as anOthE: self,’°. The study revealed that

whilst the Ghanaian culture ranks high on ‘collectivity’ ggests that people are bond to
one another, the Ghanaian culture equally reveres %ep@ﬂ riches... various whistle blowers

have rather become victimized and even sideljned%

N\

4.4.3. Organizational Challenges: L; f internal reporting channels, weak corporate

culture that punishes dissent, abs&%jf training and awareness.

Transparency Internationa @scores that “Four components are essential for an effective

reporting mechanism: dctive encouragement to speak up, confidential reporting channels, an
[ ]

effective respon@tem and robust user protection. However, the main challenges in the

adoption of@al reporting procedures are to create an environment where people feel safe to

\*

120 E. Yeboah-Assiamah, K. Asamoah, J.N. Bawole, & J.L. Musah-Surugu. A socio-cultural
approach to public sector corruption in Africa: Key pointers for reflection. Journal of Public
Affairs, 16,2016, 279-293.

107



raise concerns and to overcome doubts that anything will be done about them'?!. The tone from
the top, together with managers leading by example, is key (Transparency. In Indonesia’s public
organizations, the internal complaint provides many positive implications for the improvement of
government organizations but fear of retaliation tended to be more dominant (higher), compared
to public service motivation!??. These findings confirm that if people do not have knowledge of
appropriate channels and fact-revealing procedures, they will hesitate to report_i &milaﬂy,
most large multinational enterprises have some type of ‘speak up’ mechanis ce. However,

most of these companies fail to provide users with effective prote‘&gamst retaliation!%8,

While most organisations reported having systems for rec@ and tracking concerns of

wrongdoing, 37.1 per cent of small organisations had icular system in place, either

altogether, or as needed when concerns were raisedgi

Employees become too scared to express ’b feedback they worry their co-workers or
managers will think less of them othe:%&ve that dissent carries a high risk of retaliation—
regardless of any assurances to thQ{Qca‘ary—or that their views will be ignored. When these
perceptions start to impede communication, the ensuing lack of knowledge can cause

dissenting even in situations where human life is at stake!'?*>. The

considerable harm. Inde 1tudes of fear and futility have grown so strong in some firms as to
dissuade employ @

toxic—culture nsion is reinforced by the administrative science perspective, which notes that

\Q/

121 Transparency International. (2017). The Business Case for “Speaking Up.” Berlin:
Transparency International. Retrieved on the 4% of November, 2025 from
2017_BusinessCaseSpeakingUp EN.pdf

2

122 Y. Ulfah, I. Irwansyah, M. Ikbal, A. Paminto & D. C. Darma. Employees Faced with
Whistleblowing Reporting Channel Alternatives. Revista Espacios, 41(31), 2020.

123 J.W. Yockey. The Fiduciary Duty of Dissent. Villanova Law Review, 69(1), 2024, 157-208.
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organizations not only constitute causes of corporate crime, but also offer opportunities for its
prevention corporate crimes often stem from an absence or poor quality of formal procedures for
business conduct. This is consistent with findings that compliance systems can also be
introduced as symbolic responses to external pressure resorting to check-the-box bureaucratic
ritualism and cosmetic compliance'?. The 2008 global financial crisis demonstrated very clearly
how regulation and existing corporate governance mechanisms failed to preve Q&nctional
behaviour from spreading and seemingly thriving businesses from colla S%J.Qust has been
eroded across a range of sectors, and society now demands more acco@&ty at board level'?,
Educating employees about internal complaints not only 'n% employees about the

availability of various internal channels but also provi@ signal that the organization

supports and encourages individuals who are willing‘ tqagbse fraudulent information'®.

4.5 Comparative Perspectives on Whis\h@%g in Other Jurisdictions

Effective whistleblower protection is, @ recognized as a vital component of corporate
governance, helping to uncover mi%éa\ct and deter retaliation. This section examines how four
jurisdictions — the United Ki " (UK), the United States (US), South Korea, and South Africa
— have developed mech & to protect whistleblowers. The analysis focuses on key protective
strategies in eackQ.o;\Q\!y including confidentiality guarantees, legal immunity provisions, anti-
retaliation rs, financial rewards, broad scope of coverage, and dedicated institutions or

¢
authork@By understanding these international approaches, clear lessons emerge for

strengthening Nigeria’s own whistleblower framework.

124 B. Van Rooij & A. Fine. Toxic Corporate Culture: Assessing Organizational Processes of
Deviancy. Administrative Sciences. 2018, 8. 23. 10.3390/admsci8030023.

125 P, Moxey & P. Schu. Culture and Channelling Corporate Behaviour: Summary of Findings.
ACCA, 2014. Retrieved on the 4" of November, 2025 from tech-tp-caccb.pdf
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The UK’s whistleblower protection regime is primarily based on the Public Interest Disclosure
Act 1998 (PIDA), which amended the Employment Rights Act 1996. PIDA was enacted to
encourage disclosures of wrongdoing in the public interest and to shield whistleblowers from
retaliation. Under this law, whistleblower protection is a “day-one right” — employees and other
workers are protected from their first day of work, with no minimum service required. If an
employee is dismissed for making a protected disclosure, it is deemed automati Qﬁfair, and
unlike ordinary unfair dismissal claims, there is no cap on the compensation that be awarded.
Workers (beyond just traditional employees) are also protected from @rimental” treatment

(such as harassment or demotion) due to whistleblowing. PIDA s définition of “worker” is broad,

extending protection to agency staff, contractors, trainee @ Others who personally perform
work for an employer. However, certain group lﬂﬁ%nuinely self-employed individuals,

volunteers, and non-executive directors are not’b red, which has prompted campaigns to

further expand the law’s scope. Q
UK law encourages whistleblower@é@poﬁ internally or to appropriate authorities and allows

them to request confidentialit ile PIDA does not explicitly guarantee anonymity, an official
UK government guide @hat an employee can give their name “and request confidentiality,

with the person @

regulators arelexpected to handle disclosures sensitively and keep the whistleblower’s identity

they tell making every effort to protect [their] identity”. Employers and

conﬁdb@as far as possible. Many UK organizations maintain confidential hotlines, and
regulators like the Financial Conduct Authority (FCA) stress their commitment to protecting
whistleblowers’ identities. For example, in 2021 the FCA launched an “In confidence, with
confidence” campaign to assure professionals in the financial sector that their reports would be

handled confidentially and that their identity would be protected. Moreover, UK law voids any
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contractual gag orders that would prevent someone from whistleblowing. Section 43J of the
Employment Rights Act makes non-disclosure agreements (NDAs) or confidentiality clauses
unenforceable insofar as they purport to restrict a worker from making a protected disclosure. In
other words, an employer cannot legally enforce an NDA to silence a whistleblower — a critical
legal immunity that empowers individuals to speak up without fear of breaching contract. This
anti-gagging provision ensures that confidentiality agreements do not unde@% public

interest in exposing wrongdoing.

¢\
Besides voiding NDAs, UK whistleblowers benefit from other lctions that indirectly
grant immunity. If a disclosure meets the PIDA criteria (he whistleblower reasonably
believes it is in the public interest and reports specific types@rrongdoing), the whistleblower is
shielded from civil liability in many cases. For inst%@a whistleblower who leaks information
or documents in a protected disclosure woul \h@defense against breach of confidentiality or
even defamation claims, since the displs& is legally protected (Protect, 2018). The primary
focus of UK law, however, is on @q@r\mem remedies. Whistleblowers who suffer retaliation
can bring claims to an em L nt tribunal. Anti-retaliation remedies under PIDA include
reinstatement to their jo mpensation for losses. Compensation is uncapped and can include
damages for lostéll%gs and injury to feelings. UK tribunals have awarded substantial sums in
Whistleblow}abases, which serves as a deterrent to employers contemplating retaliation.
Notabb\/%vhistleblower need not prove the disclosure was true — only that they had a
reasonable belief it was true and in the public interest. This standard protects well-intentioned

reporters even if they are mistaken, thereby fostering a speak-up culture.

In contrast to some jurisdictions, the UK historically does not offer general monetary rewards to

whistleblowers. There is no equivalent to the bounty programs seen in the US. A 2024 analysis
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observed that “unlike in other jurisdictions such as the US, the provision of financial incentives
to those who blow the whistle is not generally a feature” of the UK framework. Neither the FCA
nor the Serious Fraud Office offers rewards, and Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs (HMRC)
only pays modest sums for tips about tax fraud, far smaller than U.S. payouts. One niche
exception is the Competition and Markets Authority’s program, which increased rewards for
cartel informants up to £250,000. However, these are limited cases; the prevai 'Qpp oach in
the UK has been to rely on moral and legal duty rather than financial enticen@ere are signs
of rethinking this stance — for example, the Director of the SFO in 2 %licly suggested that
incentivizing whistleblowers with rewards could greatly boost Qf%mnt outcomes, citing the

U.S. success. Still, as of now, rewards are not a mainstrea of UK whistleblower policy.

The UK does not have a single dedicated Whistle%%r protection agency. Instead, it uses a
system of “prescribed persons” — regula public authorities authorized to receive
whistleblowing reports in specific areas.@'nstance, financial services employees can go to the
FCA or Bank of England, health w&ga\to the Care Quality Commission, etc., and be protected
so long as the disclosure fall ™ n that body’s remit. Companies in regulated sectors are even
required to appoint a&\éb manager as a “whistleblowing champion” to oversee internal

reporting procetﬁ‘ré}\ﬂ'

structures. T éhave been growing calls, however, for more centralized oversight. In 2023 the

ese measures embed whistleblowing into corporate governance

goverﬁ&e% began reviewing the whistleblowing framework’s effectiveness. A draft
Whistleblowing Bill 2024 has proposed creating an Office of the Whistleblower, an independent
body to champion whistleblower rights and enforce penalties for retaliation. This office would
have powers to levy civil fines and even pursue criminal sanctions against those who subject

whistleblowers to detriment. While it remains to be seen if this reform will pass, its consideration

112



underscores an understanding in the UK that robust institutions are needed to further strengthen

whistleblower protections and, by extension, corporate accountability.

Overall, the UK’s mechanisms have enhanced corporate governance by legitimizing
whistleblowing as a responsible activity and integrating it into oversight processes. By assuring
employees that they can report issues (fraud, safety hazards, legal breaches, etc.) Wi@ fear of

losing their job, PIDA has helped promote a more transparent organization@ure. Many

companies have internal whistleblowing policies aligned with PI% boards treat
whistleblowing data as an important indicator of risk manag The UK Corporate
Governance Code explicitly encourages boards to establish el$ for concerns to be raised

confidentially. This environment can deter wrongdoing f@occurring in the first place and
enables earlier intervention when problems aris%%?ever, observers note that the UK
framework has gaps (e.g. lack of coverage O@ groups and the absence of incentives) and
that a truly “speak-up” culture is still g&ing. Even so, the UK is often cited as a leading
example in Europe for protecting %ﬁlowers, and its ongoing reforms aim to further reduce

retaliation and improve corp(@ktegrity.

The United States ha& multi-layered whistleblower protection system, with different laws
o \
addressing va io@tors and types of wrongdoing. This patchwork approach covers corporate
employees, ment workers, and even private individuals, and it pairs strong anti-retaliation
measué&)vith significant financial incentives in certain cases. U.S. regulators and enforcement
agencies also play a proactive role in safeguarding whistleblowers, reflecting a legal culture that
increasingly views whistleblowers as key allies in promoting corporate compliance and
accountability. Unlike the UK’s single overarching statute, U.S. protections are spread across

numerous laws. For corporate whistleblowing, two landmark federal statutes are particularly
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notable: the Sarbanes—Oxley Act 2002 (SOX) and the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and
Consumer Protection Act 2010. SOX was enacted after the Enron scandal to improve corporate
governance in publicly traded companies, and it contains whistleblower provisions requiring
internal reporting mechanisms and prohibiting retaliation against employees who report financial
misconduct. Under SOX §806, employees of publicly-traded companies (and their contractors
and subcontractors) who report on fraud or securities law violations are protecte Q&scharge
or discrimination. This protection was later interpreted to extend even to e@Qes of private
contractors of public companies (e.g., an accounting firm’s staff can cted when blowing
the whistle on a client). Dodd-Frank built on SOX by creati dditional whistleblower
incentives and protections, especially in the securities in@émportantly, Dodd-Frank and
related SEC rules protect not only employees but a V@lual who provides information to the

SEC about securities law violations. In practic s means consultants, investors, or even

company outsiders can be “whistleblowers’ bt e SEC and qualify for rewards, although anti-

retaliation employment remedies app{(%knarlly to employees.

Q

U.S. law explicitly forbids a @ange of retaliatory acts. For example, Dodd—Frank §21F and
SEC Rule 21F-2 make 'Qawﬁll for any employer to “discharge, demote, suspend, threaten,
harass, directly (}%ﬁ tly, or in any other manner discriminate” against a whistleblower
because of }@l whistleblowing. Similar language in SOX and other laws covers retaliation,
and it\{r/gdly encompasses not just firing but also things like pay cuts, blacklisting, or
intimidation. Whistleblowers who experience retaliation have legal remedies. Dodd—Frank gives
whistleblowers a private right of action to sue in federal court and seek remedies including
reinstatement, double back pay with interest, and compensation for litigation costs and attorneys’

fees. Double back pay is a significant punitive remedy designed to deter employers from
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retaliating (it means the whistleblower can recover twice the wages lost due to retaliation). Under
Sarbanes—Oxley, retaliation claims initially go through the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA), an agency that investigates whistleblower complaints for a range of
statutes; if relief isn’t granted in a timely way, the whistleblower can proceed to court. Remedies
under SOX include reinstatement, back pay, and special damages (for emotioidistress,

reputational harm, etc.). Additionally, enforcement agencies themselves ct* against

retaliators. The SEC, for instance, has used its authority to sue companies liate against
whistleblowers who reported to the SEC. This occurred in a landm retaliation case in

2014 (SEC v. Paradigm Capital), signaling to companies that fta 1ation can trigger regulatory

penalties in addition to private lawsuits. Q

U.S. whistleblower programs place a strong empha%@nﬁdentiality to encourage reporting.
Under the SEC’s whistleblower progran&%ommission is legally required to keep
whistleblowers’ identities confidential, 3&3‘[ in very limited circumstances (such as when
disclosure is required in a public C(%{Pc%:eeding or to other agencies as part of an investigation,
and even then subject to p@%e measures). The SEC will not disclose a whistleblower’s
identity under the Freed }b Information Act and takes measures to avoid revealing identifying
information in (t‘“oiém&nt actions. Moreover, the SEC allows anonymous reporting — an
individual % mit a tip anonymously as long as they are represented by an attorney who
Veriﬁe’&{h/gf identity to the SEC in confidence. This mechanism has been very effective: it lets
whistleblowers come forward without initially even revealing their name to the government,
thereby minimizing fear of being exposed. Only if a reward is to be paid does the whistleblower

eventually need to be identified (to ensure payment and eligibility). Other U.S. programs follow

similar confidentiality practices: the Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTC) and
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Internal Revenue Service (IRS) have whistleblower programs that also protect identities.
Internally, SOX requires audit committees of public company boards to establish procedures for
confidential or anonymous submissions of accounting and auditing concerns by employees
(Sarbanes—Oxley Act §301). This led to the widespread adoption of whistleblower hotlines at
companies, often operated by independent third parties to ensure anonymity. By embedding
confidentiality and anonymity options, U.S. mechanisms aim to reduce the risk %’Vion —if

a whistleblower’s identity is unknown or legally shielded, it is harder for anlemptOyer to single

them out for reprisals. é
>

U.S. whistleblower laws also grant certain immunities to Whist@ s. A notable example is in

the realm of information disclosure. It is unlawful for @agreement or policy to impede
whistleblowing. SEC Rule 21F-17(a) explicitly @?ﬁs any person from enforcing or
threatening to enforce a confidentiality agree@fbprevent someone from communicating with
the SEC. In practice, this means compaitie§, cannot use NDA clauses to gag employees from
reporting securities violations; if &Qc%empt to, the SEC can take enforcement action (and
indeed has fined companies t@rly restrictive confidentiality agreements). This rule provides
whistleblowers with ir@ from contractual liability for sharing company information with

regulators. Addi‘onﬁy,

Defend Tra eécrets Act of 2016 grants immunity to whistleblowers from civil or criminal

.S. law carves out immunity in specific contexts: for instance, the

liabilif)w/%ér trade secret law if they disclose a trade secret in confidence to a government
official or attorney for the purpose of reporting a violation of law. Another form of immunity is
leniency for whistleblowers who participated in misconduct. While not automatic, enforcement
agencies often consider a whistleblower’s cooperation as a mitigating factor. In South Korea

(discussed below) this concept is codified; in the U.S., it’s more discretionary. However, for
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certain crimes like antitrust cartels, the Department of Justice offers formal leniency programs to
the first reporter (though that is a corporate leniency program, not an individual whistleblower
reward program). In summary, U.S. policies strive to remove legal barriers that might chill
whistleblowing — whether by nullifying gag clauses or by assuring individuals they won’t be

prosecuted for the act of reporting.

A hallmark of the U.S. approach is the use of financial rewards (bountie@incentivize
whistleblowers, especially in uncovering corporate fraud. The Fals &ms Act (FCA),

originally enacted in the 19th century and modernized in 1986, red this approach by
allowing whistleblowers (called “relators™) to file qui tam lav®§inst fraudsters on behalf
of the government and receive 15-30% of any recovery. @logic is to encourage insiders to
come forward about fraud against government %@ms The FCA has been enormously
successful, recovering over $2.2 billion in saﬂ\@s and judgments in fiscal year 2022 alone —
with 86% of those cases initiated by whi@owers. Following this model, the Dodd—Frank Act
established reward programs at th@&@and CFTC. Under the SEC Whistleblower Program,
eligible whistleblowers are e@to 10% to 30% of the monetary sanctions collected in actions
where the sanctions ex &1 million. As of 2023, the SEC had awarded nearly $2 billion to
whistleblowers sé@}%ﬂ rogram’s inception. These rewards can be substantial: in some cases,
individual w @blowers have received tens of millions of dollars for contributing to successful
enforcb@' actions. The SEC program also permits rewards for related actions by other
agencies, and the CFTC and IRS have similar schemes (the IRS pays 15-30% for large tax
recoveries). The availability of rewards in the U.S. has clearly motivated greater reporting — the

SEC reports thousands of tips per year from around the world. Rewards not only compensate

whistleblowers for the personal and career risks they take, but also signal societal value placed
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on their information. Critics argue that bounty programs may encourage frivolous or bad-faith
reports, but the agencies have procedures to weed out unmeritorious claims. Overall, the U.S.
experience demonstrates that rewards can significantly enhance enforcement by leveraging

insider knowledge that would otherwise remain hidden.

The complexity of U.S. whistleblower law means multiple agencies are %()lved in
whistleblower protection. The SEC’s Office of the Whistleblower is a de@d unit that
administers the SEC reward program, reviews tips, and coordinates prot%&cﬂwhisﬂeblowers
within SEC enforcement. The Office of the Whistleblower also e in public outreach to
encourage reporting. The U.S. Department of Labor’s OSHA '%ﬂower Protection Program
enforces the anti-retaliation provisions of 20+ federal la@anging from corporate fraud to
transportation safety and environmental laws); it invéﬁbtes complaints and can order remedies.
Additionally, the U.S. Office of Special C@ an agency devoted to protecting federal
government employees who blow the,\nj&qe on waste or illegality in government. While the
U.S. lacks a single omnibus Whisﬂ@cﬁ\r agency, these various offices and programs serve the
function of safeguarding whi " wers in their respective domains. They also provide channels
for reporting outside of %tleblower’s immediate workplace, which is crucial if the employer
is involved in th(r;ﬁ}g\ﬁuct. For example, a corporate employee can go directly to the SEC or
OSHA ratheb@ rely solely on internal reporting. This external avenue itself bolsters corporate
goverﬁs{g/companies know that if they ignore or suppress internal reports, the whistleblower
may escalate the issue to regulators, potentially leading to investigations, fines, and public

exposure. This creates a strong incentive for corporate boards and management to take

whistleblower complaints seriously and address problems proactively.
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U.S. whistleblower protections have had a transformative effect on corporate governance and
compliance culture. In the wake of SOX and Dodd-Frank, publicly traded companies instituted
more rigorous internal controls and ethics programs. Audit committees set up confidential
reporting hotlines as required by law, and many companies expanded these to cover all types of
misconduct, recognizing that early internal detection is preferable to regulatory intervention. The
knowledge that employees have legal safeguards and could receive large rewar Q%eporting
externally encourages companies to listen to whistleblowers and rectify issues§, to dvoid escalation.
There are numerous examples of whistleblowers exposing maj xorate frauds (e.g.,
>

accounting fraud at companies like Enron, WorldCom, or mote_r y, financial institutions)
which, once revealed, led to strengthened governance and Qs The presence of robust anti-
retaliation laws also helps reduce the fear among e @ that speaking up will automatically
cost them their career. While retaliation _sti curs, the avenues for redress (OSHA
investigations, SEC enforcement, and priva \aWsuits) mean companies can be held accountable
.
for punishing whistleblowers. In sor@es, companies have had to pay significant damages to
whistleblowers for retaliatory (@%al, reinforcing the message that retaliation is bad business.
In sum, the U.S. approa@%%lbining protection, confidentiality, and rewards — has leveraged
whistleblowing \ werful tool to enhance transparency, detect and deter corporate
Ce

misconduct, a ately strengthen the integrity of financial markets and organizations.

South‘IQ/glis often highlighted as a country with innovative and comprehensive whistleblower
protections, particularly in how it links whistleblowing to anti-corruption efforts. Over the past
two decades, South Korea has enacted strong laws that encourage reporting both in the public
and private sectors, backed by a dedicated anti-corruption agency. These measures not only

protect whistleblowers from retaliation but also actively reward them, reflecting a public policy
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choice to incentivize the exposure of wrongdoing for the greater good of society and corporate
governance. The cornerstone of South Korea’s system is the Act on the Protection of Public
Interest Whistleblowers 2011, which covers disclosures of wrongdoing in both government and
private companies that affect the public interest (such as public safety, health, environment,
consumer rights, fair competition, etc.). An earlier law, the Act on the Prevention of Corruption
and the Establishment and Management of the Anti-Corruption and Civil Ri Qo mission
(ACRC) Act 2008, laid the groundwork by encouraging reporting of corrdptiofi“in the public
sector. Crucially, South Korea established the Anti-Corruption and @1 ights Commission
(ACRC) as a central authority to oversee whistleblowing. The @a multifaceted institution
— it acts as an ombudsman, anti-corruption commission, a@) leblower protection agency in
one. Whistleblowers (dubbed “public interest report rs?b% file reports directly with the ACRC,
which will investigate or refer the matter to the a §iate agency. The ACRC is empowered to
take protective measures for whistleblower h}even sanction those who retaliate. For example,
if a whistleblower in a corporation fa&ﬁg\&prisals, the ACRC can order the person’s employer (or

relevant authority) to reinstate@@r stop the detrimental action. The ACRC’s mandate covers

not only public ofﬁcials\@o employees of private organizations and anyone who reports

wrongdoing that &%&16 public interest, making the scope very broad.

South Kore}’b@vs put a premium on maintaining the whistleblower’s confidentiality. The law
explic%&vides that “the identity of a reporter should not be disclosed without their consent”,
and any information that could identify the whistleblower must be kept secret. This
confidentiality obligation applies to the ACRC and to any officials handling the report. In fact,
breaching a whistleblower’s confidentiality is punishable. To further facilitate anonymity, a

recent amendment allows whistleblowers to use “proxy lawyers” to file reports on their behalf,
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with the government even covering the legal fees for this service. This innovative mechanism
means an individual can retain a lawyer who submits the disclosure to the ACRC, thus the
whistleblower’s own identity may never be revealed even to the authorities (unless necessary
later). This level of anonymity is a cutting-edge practice that directly reduces fear of retaliation.
The motto “While you protect society, the laws protect you” is used in public&areness,

reinforcing that a whistleblower’s secret will be kept and their identity protected.

South Korea offers an important form of legal immunity through its “r@gw of culpability”
provisions. If a whistleblower was involved in the misconduct they orting, the law allows
prosecutors or authorities to either not charge them or to see@lu ed penalties for them as a
reward for coming forward. Specifically, if the whistlebloweRg/itip leads to uncovering a crime in
which the whistleblower participated, any punishB%%r that person “may be reduced or
exempted” by virtue of their cooperatior is effectively a statutory leniency for
whistleblowers, encouraging insiders (3 ight have been complicit under pressure) to break
ranks and report without facing theékﬁrunt of the law. Additionally, whistleblowers in Korea
are protected from civil liab@r their disclosures. The law shields them from defamation
suits or breach of confi &lity claims, provided the disclosure meets the criteria of the law
(e.g., it was notéﬁ@r

rigorous in @lting and penalizing retaliation. If a whistleblower faces any disadvantage in

personal gain or out of malice). The South Korean framework is

their j —Qﬂch as firing, suspension, salary reduction, reassignment, harassment, or blacklisting
— due to reporting, the whistleblower can request the ACRC to intervene with “protective
measures”. The ACRC can issue an order to the employer to reinstate the individual or restore
their position and benefits. Notably, the law extends protection beyond the workplace: if the

whistleblower or their relatives face threats to their personal safety, the ACRC can arrange police
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protection. Furthermore, those who retaliate against a whistleblower can face direct sanctions.
For instance, if an official takes adverse action against a whistleblower, the ACRC can impose
an administrative fine (e.g., 10 million KRW, roughly $8,000) on that official. If the official fails
to comply with an ACRC restoration order (for example, refuses to reinstate the employee), that
non-compliance is a criminal offense punishable by up to one year imprisonment or an additional
fine. These strong penalties aim to deter retaliation by making it not only unlaw Q\prsonally
costly for perpetrators. The comprehensive nature of protection — covering employtent, personal

safety, and legal liability — significantly reduces the risks whi@l ers face, thereby

encouraging more individuals to speak out against corruption orfo rate misconduct.

South Korea stands out for its generous whistleblower%rd system. Whistleblowers are
eligible for monetary rewards if their report leadsé’b recovery of government revenues or
prevention of financial loss to the state. Un: \Q’Qﬂv, if a whistleblower’s information directly
results in the government recovering,u\@ (for example, unpaid taxes, fines, or embezzled

AN

funds), the whistleblower can recéecjp to 3 billion KRW as a reward. 3 billion KRW is

approximately $2.5 million — a significant sum that underscores the value placed on
informants in major ca@ exact reward is calibrated to the amount recovered, up to that cap.

In addition to rev@

honorariums %vhistleblowers whose disclosures benefit the public interest even if no money is

ch are tied to financial recovery), Korea also provides for “awards” or

recove}qigihese awards can be up to 200 million KRW (around $160,000) for cases where the
whistleblower’s information led to substantial improvement in public safety or welfare. This dual
system of rewards and awards means that even whistleblowers who expose, say, a serious safety

violation (with no direct financial component) can be financially recognized. Statistics indicate

the system’s impact: between 2008 and 2019, the ACRC paid whistleblowers about $800,000 in
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awards across 93 cases, separate from the larger reward payouts for revenue-recovery cases.
Moreover, South Korea has long-running reward programs in specific domains — notably, a Tax
Evasion Informant Reward Program since 1951 that pays 5-20% of recovered taxes to
whistleblowers. In recent years, the National Tax Service reported tens of millions of USD paid
to whistleblowers, reflecting an aggressive stance on tax evasion enabled by informants. The
availability of such rewards, similar to the U.S. model but even including dome tQ%ty areas
like tax and anti-corruption, has visibly encouraged people in Korea to comg, forward. It sends a

message that whistleblowers are performing a public service and wi@&ompensated for the

risks they take. : %

South Korea’s whistleblower laws cover a broad range of indiyiduals and reportable issues. The

N\

term “public interest whistleblower” can apply to a on who reports a violation of law that
harms the public interest, whether they are oyee, contractor, or even a member of the
public. Employees in both the public sqc@d private companies are included. The laws protect
not only current employees but als@?&g\d to people like former employees and job applicants in
some instances. Uniquely, t .$\Jth Korean law explicitly extends certain protections to a
whistleblower’s relatigg cohabitants. This acknowledges that retaliation can sometimes be

indirect (for exa@

that. By enﬁb@assing virtually anyone who might be in a position to observe and report

essure or harm to a whistleblower’s family), and seeks to guard against

wrongﬂqg/ the Korean system avoids the loopholes where a wrongdoer could claim a
whistleblower isn’t “covered” by the law. It thereby maximizes the pool of potential reporters
and reinforces the norm that preventing harm to the public is everyone’s business. The
comprehensive nature of South Korea’s whistleblower protections has bolstered both corporate

governance and the fight against corruption. Companies in South Korea are aware that
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employees (or even outsiders) can directly approach the ACRC with concerns, which creates an
incentive for corporate leaders to establish effective internal compliance systems and address
issues before they escalate. In the realm of corporate governance, whistleblowing is seen as an
essential tool for transparency and accountability, complementing regulatory oversight. The
reward system in particular has helped uncover cases that might have otherwise gone unnoticed.
For example, there have been cases of major corporations engaged in price- Q%rtels or
safety cover-ups that were exposed due to insider tips, resulting in governtient fines and
improved practices. The ACRC’s annual reports have noted t@p&blic awareness of
whistleblower protections has grown, and the stigma that once might have been associated with
“informing” is diminishing as society recognizes th ge and positive impact of
whistleblowers. By actively celebrating Whistlebl wgb y and highlighting success stories,
South Korea has been fostering a culture where r ng misconduct is viewed as an honorable

\®)

act of civic duty (ACRC, 2018). This cult hlﬁft is a crucial aspect of corporate governance:
when employees at all levels feel a @nsibllity to speak up about wrongdoing (and trust that
they will be protected and eva\ ded), organizations are far less likely to suffer catastrophic
failures stemming from &@%ed misconduct. South Korea’s experience suggests that a strong
legal framework(@d with institutional support and incentives, can indeed enhance

transparency @ educe retaliation, thereby contributing to cleaner governance both in

gove m@l in business.

South Africa’s approach to whistleblower protection is grounded in the post-Apartheid push for
transparency and good governance. The principal law, the Protected Disclosures Act 2000 (PDA),
sometimes called the “Whistleblowers Act,” was one of the first in Africa to provide broad

protections to employees who expose wrongdoing. The PDA and subsequent amendments aim to
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strike a balance: encouraging bona fide disclosures in the public interest and safeguarding
whistleblowers from occupational detriment, while also addressing concerns about false
allegations. In recent years, South Africa has recognized gaps in its framework and pursued
reforms to strengthen it, especially in the wake of high-profile corruption scandals. Initially, the
PDA focused on employees in both the public and private sectors, giving them immunity and
remedies for disclosing certain improprieties (criminal offenses, legal violation Q%‘riage of
justice, danger to health or environment, etc.). However, the original law had notable exclusions
— independent contractors, volunteers, and former employees wer@ xplicitly protected,
which left many whistleblowers vulnerable. A major step ﬁen with the Protected
Disclosures Amendment Act 2017, which expanded the de@) of who is protected. Under the
amended PDA, protections extend to “workers” r@ including contractors, consultants,
agency-hired temporary workers, and even perso are employees of a company’s suppliers.
It also explicitly covers former employees and applicants, recognizing that someone can face
blacklisting or discrimination in hiri@\ﬁemg a whistleblower. Moreover, if a whistleblower
is employed through a labor b&%r outsourced situation, the law now holds both the direct
employer and the client o@%’ jointly liable for any retaliation. This means, for example, if a
contractor worki pany A’s site blows the whistle on Company A and is then removed
by their agen: ‘gdompany A’s request, Company A can be held liable for that detrimental
action @provisions significantly broaden the scope of protection and reflect an
understanding of modern work arrangements. The law also applies extraterritorially in some
cases — a South African worker stationed abroad is still protected, and disclosures can concern
conduct outside South Africa if it involves a South African employer. In addition to the PDA, the

Companies Act 2008 complements whistleblower protection by covering not just employees but
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also shareholders, suppliers, and others related to companies, allowing them to make protected
disclosures about company affairs. The combined effect is a wide net of coverage aimed at

enabling many stakeholders in and around organizations to report misconduct.

South African law recognizes the importance of confidentiality for whistleblowers, although it
does not mandate anonymity to the extent of some other countries. Under the PDA, a
whistleblower can request that their identity be kept confidential when making @Qosure to an
authority, and in practice bodies like the Public Protector’s office ilK@ to shield the
whistleblower’s name. Importantly, the 2017 amendments took di im at confidentiality
clauses and NDAs. The PDA as amended now states that ar@o ision in an agreement that
“purports to preclude the employee or worker from makir@protected disclosure” is void. In
plain terms, an employer cannot enforce a conﬁde% agreement or secrecy clause to stop
someone from whistleblowing. If an empl contract or settlement agreement had, for
instance, a clause forbidding the employg&m discussing company matters with outside parties,
that clause cannot lawfully bar the@&%\@yee from making a protected disclosure to regulators,
law enforcement, or other de@d channels. This is a critical legal immunity: whistleblowers
are protected from civil clainds by employers alleging breach of confidentiality. As one guidance
article summarizé/@ cannot contract out of the PDA via a secrecy clause.” This reform
came after ’%éms that some organizations were using NDAs to intimidate employees into
silenc%gﬁt wrongdoing — now those tactics have been nullified by law. Maintaining
confidentiality in practice, however, remains challenging in South Africa. Unlike the U.S. or
Korea, there is no single secure drop-box or agency like the ACRC handling all whistleblower

reports; disclosures might be made to various entities (employers, regulatory agencies, watchdog

bodies), and ensuring the whistleblower’s name does not leak can depend on the professionalism
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of those entities. There have been cases where whistleblowers’ identities became known and they
faced external harassment or threats (discussed below), highlighting that legal provisions for

confidentiality need strong implementation.

The PDA introduced the concept of protection against “occupational detriment,” which
encompasses a wide range of retaliatory actions: from dismissal and disciplinary %ﬁons to
harassment, transfer against one’s will, denial of promotion, or any adverse cl@%n terms of
employment. If an employee or worker suffers any occupational detrimgQ se they made a
protected disclosure, that action is unlawful. The whistleblower ca ach the Labour Court
or an employment tribunal equivalent (such as the Commissic@r onciliation, Mediation and
Arbitration) to seek relief. Remedies can include reinstatem@o their job, compensation for lost
wages, and other damages. There isn’t a preset compensation under the PDA; it’s
determined case by case, often analogized t@air dismissal claim (which in South Africa
could include 12-24 months’ salary as o@gnsation, or more if there are additional damages).
The 2017 amendments added ﬁJﬁh@% to the anti-retaliation regime. They impose a duty on

every employer to have ap te internal procedures for whistleblowing and to formally

publicize these to e@s and workers. By law, companies must set up avenues for
employees to rep<rt§g&c

how to use @This proactive requirement aims to ensure whistleblowing is not just allowed

s (e.g., a whistleblowing policy or hotline) and inform all staff about

but fab’g&t/%d within organizations. Additionally, South African law now explicitly allows for
personal liability of individuals who retaliate. While the PDA primarily creates vicarious liability
for the employer, serious cases of victimization or intimidation could potentially be prosecuted
under other laws (for example, if threats are made, it could fall under intimidation statutes or

even criminal assault laws).
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One noteworthy feature of the amendment is addressing malicious reporting. To maintain
credibility and guard against abuse of whistleblower protections, the law created an offense for
making disclosures knowing they are false or with willful intent to cause harm. A person
convicted of this offense can face up to 2 years in prison or a fine. This provision, in effect,
balances the protections by signaling that whistleblowing should not be used as a weapon for
baseless personal vendettas. However, the threshold is high — it targets clear-cut, ﬁly false
allegations (proving that in court is difficult), so it likely deters only the mostiegrégious bad-faith
actors and does not diminish protection for those who have some reasasis for their report.
South Africa’s PDA provides whistleblowers immunity from 6 in legal proceedings if they
meet the criteria for a protected disclosure. For exa@ if a whistleblower disclosed
confidential government information or company cr@s as part of their report, they would
ordinarily risk prosecution under secrecy laws or uits. But under the PDA, “no person may

N

be liable to any civil, criminal or discipli g’;roceedings” for making a protected disclosure
(PDA §9). This is a broad immunity @ﬁreaches of official secrecy or other restrictions, as
long as the disclosure was pr@ (made to the proper channels, in good faith, etc.). This
aligns with provisions io@%uth African Freedom of Information laws which also protect
officials from dis 1@ action if they release information on wrongdoing. That said, South
Africa has str%gfgecurity laws (like the Protection of State Information legislation) and there

remains @n in cases involving classified information. The PDA’s immunity should, in

principle, shield whistleblowers even in sensitive cases, but this might be tested in court.

South Africa does not have a single dedicated whistleblower commission akin to Korea’s ACRC.
Instead, it relies on existing institutions to serve as authorized recipients of disclosures. The PDA

designates certain bodies, such as the Public Protector (an ombudsman for government
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maladministration) and the Auditor-General, to receive disclosures about public sector or
financial issues. Whistleblowers can also go to law enforcement agencies or regulatory bodies
appropriate to the subject matter (for instance, the Financial Sector Conduct Authority for
banking fraud, or sector-specific ombudsmen). In the private sector, whistleblowers often report
internally first, but if that fails or is not feasible, they may report to external regulators or even
the media (the PDA does allow going to the media as a last resort if very stringe @ions are
met, such as the whistleblower believing they will suffer retaliation or that eyience will be
concealed, and if no action was taken on an internal or regulatory re lack of a one-stop
whistleblower authority in South Africa has been identified %kness — disclosures can
sometimes fall through the cracks if the chosen authority Qact or if the whistleblower is
unsure where best to report. In 2022, following th @1 Commission of Inquiry into State
Capture (the Zondo Commission), there were re endations for reform, including possibly
establishing a centralized whistleblower a % or at least a fund to support whistleblowers

SOZS, these recommendations have spurred public

(Zondo Commission Report, 2022)@

debate and some government c@%fnents to improve protections, but concrete changes are still
in progress. QQ
South Africa’s \@ lower protections, on paper, meet many international best practices —

broad cove%employment protection, voiding of gag clauses, and legal immunity for
disclo%%hese have certainly helped raise awareness that whistleblowing is lawful and
important for good governance. Whistleblowers have played a critical role in exposing
corruption in South Africa’s public enterprises and government contracts, particularly during the
State Capture era (circa 2010-2018). For instance, whistleblower accounts were pivotal in

unveiling large-scale procurement fraud and bribery involving state-owned companies and
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private contractors. However, the experience of South African whistleblowers has often been
harsh, underscoring gaps between law and reality. Retaliation in the form of dismissal,
blacklisting, and even violence has occurred. The PPLAAF (2025) report on South Africa notes
that while workplace retaliation is illegal, “external retribution for whistleblowing is alarmingly
common”, including defamation lawsuits, financial ruin, and threats to life. Tragically, there
have been cases of whistleblowers being assassinated or attacked in South Afric Qﬁing that
protections around physical safety and witness security need bolstering. South Aftica does have a
Witness Protection Act (1998) which can relocate and protect witne criminal cases, but
this is typically invoked once a whistleblower is actively cooperatinig 11 a prosecution — it is not
automatically triggered for someone who simply makes aThe 2022 Witness Protection
and Management Act may improve this for ceﬂair&@ion cases, but it remains an area of

®%

From a corporate governance perspecti,vg&th Africa’s laws have mandated companies to take

concern.

whistleblowing seriously intemal@@any larger companies have instituted whistleblower
policies, confidential hotlines&@l run by third-party service providers), and training on ethics.
The King IV Report o%%porate Governance (a key guidance in SA) also emphasizes the

importance of €pe§50

organizatior@lement internal reporting procedures and inform all employees is a positive

mechanisms and ethical culture. The 2017 requirement that

step %g#emance. It forces management to think proactively about how to handle
whistleblower complaints and protect those who come forward. In state institutions, however,
compliance with these ideals has been uneven, and the culture change is ongoing. The recent
high-profile cases and subsequent reforms indicate that South Africa sees strengthening

whistleblower protection as integral to combating corruption and improving governance.
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Proposed reforms (as of 2023) include potential reward systems (to encourage reporting of high-
value corruption cases) and psychological and financial support for whistleblowers who suffer
reprisals. If these reforms are implemented, South Africa could better realize the full potential of
its whistleblower laws — ensuring that those who speak up are not only legally protected but

practically and materially supported, thereby reducing retaliation in fact and not just in theory.
Lessons for Nigeria’s Whistleblower Framework QQ

The comparative analysis of the UK, US, South Korea, and South Afi reveals several best
practices and cautionary tales that can guide Nigeria in str@ ng its whistleblower
protection framework. As of 2025, Nigeria’s whistleblowi e consists mainly of a 2016
Whistleblower Policy (offering financial rewards fom, tips on stolen assets) without a
comprehensive legal protection statute. This polic ad some success in recovering funds,
but the absence of robust legal protections ha; histleblowers in Nigeria highly vulnerable to
retaliation and has dampened the poﬁ@ffectiveness over time. To cultivate a culture of

accountability and enhance corp@ovemance, Nigeria can adopt the following key lessons

from the jurisdictions stu%dQ\

Enact a Compreher@Whistleblower Protection Law: All four comparator countries have
dedicated legi%gn{yrotecting whistleblowers (PIDA in the UK, multiple statutes in the US, the
Public In%@ Whistleblower Act in Korea, and the PDA in South Africa). Nigeria should
prioritize passing its pending Whistleblower Protection Bill into law. Such a law should clearly
define protected disclosures, cover both public and private sector wrongdoing, and outline the
rights and remedies of whistleblowers. Codifying protections in law will provide the certainty
and authority that a policy alone lacks, giving whistleblowers confidence that their rights are

legally enforceable.
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Broadening the Scope of Coverage: Nigeria’s framework should protect all persons who may
acquire information about wrongdoing, not only traditional employees. The UK and South Africa
expanded coverage to contractors, temporary workers, former employees, etc., recognizing the
modern workforce’s diversity. U.S. and Korean laws even allow outsiders to report certain
violations. Nigeria should ensure its law covers government workers, private, company

employees, contract and casual workers, suppliers, and any person who repo&i®tytion or

significant misconduct. Importantly, it should allow anonymous and con@ej 1 disclosures

from citizens (for example, about public procurement fraud or corpo % alpractices affecting

consumers). A wide scope prevents wrongdoers from exploitini i@es (such as claiming the
n

whistleblower wasn’t an “employee” and thus not prote d increases the chances that

someone will be able and willing to report an issue. be

Guaranteeing Confidentiality and Enabling y: Fear of being identified is a top deterrent
to whistleblowing. Nigeria can learn frpn;é'%th Korea’s strict confidentiality provisions and the
SEC’s anonymous reporting mec@fa} The new law should mandate that, except where
required by law or necessary .ﬁ$\restigation5, a whistleblower’s identity must not be disclosed
without their consent. T Quould be penalties for officials or employees who unlawfully reveal
a whistleblower@&ti . Additionally, Nigeria should establish channels for anonymous
reporting — @instance, an online portal or hotline where a whistleblower can submit
inforrrh@vithout giving their name, similar to the SEC’s TCR portal. To facilitate this, the
law might allow whistleblowers to use legal counsel or trusted third parties to report on their
behalf (akin to Korea’s “proxy lawyer” concept). Emphasizing confidentiality in the Nigerian
context is crucial, given legitimate concerns about personal safety. In tandem, Nigeria should

leverage its Witness Protection and Management Act 2022 to offer physical protection to
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whistleblowers facing serious threats. By protecting identity and safety, Nigeria will reduce

retaliation risks and encourage more insiders to come forward with critical information.

Robust Anti-Retaliation Measures and Remedies: Nigeria’s law must explicitly prohibit
retaliation in any form — firing, harassment, demotion, blacklisting, or threats — against
whistleblowers. It should define retaliation broadly to cover both workplace actio%ld other
harms (e.g., coercion or intimidation). Building on the US and South African@gels, the law
should provide strong remedies for whistleblowers who suffer reprisal&gsﬁtement to their
position (or an equivalent position if they were fired), compens or lost earnings, and
damages for trauma or reputational harm. Awarding double b %(as under Dodd-Frank) or
punitive damages could be considered to dissuade malici@retaliation. Additionally, Nigeria
could adopt the UK’s approach of uncapped compe@n, signaling that whistleblowers should
be made whole for all losses suffered. The ’bfor seeking redress should be accessible —
possibly through a specialized tribunal@z empowering an existing body like the National
Industrial Court to handle such cas@%f\tly and sensitively. To further deter retaliation, Nigeria
may incorporate penalties for.@ktors. For example, borrowing from the proposed UK reforms
and Korea’s law, the N'g}éu statute could make severe retaliation a punishable offense (with

[ ]
fines or impriso<mg\$ﬁ‘f those who victimize whistleblowers). This would underscore that

silencing whi lowers is a serious violation of public policy.

Legal hgrunity for Whistleblowers: A Nigerian whistleblower law should immunize individuals
from civil and criminal liability for making a protected disclosure. This means, for instance, that
if a whistleblower shares company documents or confidential information as evidence of
wrongdoing, they should not face lawsuits for breach of confidentiality or prosecutions under

any Official Secrets Act (except in narrowly defined exceptional cases like national security
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secrets, and even then there should be safe harbor if reported to appropriate authorities). South
Africa’s PDA and the UK’s ERA (s.43])) both nullify confidentiality clauses that conflict with
whistleblowing; Nigeria should do the same, explicitly voiding any contract term or law that
would gag whistleblowers. Moreover, considering Nigeria’s context of endemic corruption, it
would be wise to include a provision similar to Korea’s reduction of culpability: if a
whistleblower participated in a corrupt act but then reports it, that cooperation &veigh in
their favor, perhaps protecting them from prosecution or yielding a lesser er@yj is can crack
open conspiracies by incentivizing wrongdoers to come forward ﬁrs@&xhange for leniency.

Indeed, Nigeria’s anti-corruption agencies (like EFCC antl might formalize such

“whistleblower leniency” in their enforcement practices. Q

Financial Incentives Aligned with Public Interesb%geria has already experimented with
rewards (the 2016 policy offers 2.5-5% of eg@i funds). While this led to initial successes
(nearly 2000 tips and significant asset raf&ies), momentum waned, likely because of the lack
of protection and maybe some @E%\t in payouts. Formalizing and refining the reward
mechanism in law could r%\@rate whistleblowing. The law should guarantee a certain

percentage reward to @blowers whose information directly leads to monetary recovery

above a threshoh{. &x«

30% of reco @ sums, possibly with a cap for practicality. It should also set clear procedures

ple, Nigeria could follow the U.S./Korea example and provide 10%—

for clak&i/%land receiving rewards to ensure transparency and trust in the system. In addition to
corruption and asset recovery, Nigeria might consider rewards for reporting significant corporate
frauds or financial crimes (as the U.S. SEC and CFTC do). However, it is important to balance
incentives with oversight to avoid frivolous claims. Establishing a Whistleblower Reward Fund

(perhaps funded through a percentage of corruption recoveries) could ensure whistleblowers are
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paid promptly and protect the integrity of the reward process. The evidence from the U.S. and
South Korea shows that well-publicized rewards can substantially increase the number and
quality of tips, thus aiding governance by revealing hidden malfeasance. For Nigeria, where
corruption can be deeply entrenched, tapping into insiders’ knowledge via carefully calibrated

incentives could be a game-changer — as long as those insiders also feel safe from ret&ﬁon.

Dedicated Whistleblower Protection Authority: Nigeria could greatly benefit fr@ablishing a

dedicated body or strengthening an existing institution to focus on Wh’%gbwer issues. The
comparative models include independent agencies like the ACRC in K % or proposed Office of
the Whistleblower in the UK. In Nigeria’s case, one approacl@h be to create a special unit
within an anti-corruption agency (such as ICPC’s Anti—Co@on Star Alliance, hypothetically)
or as a joint office of EFCC, ICPC, and the Fe% inistry of Justice, that serves as the
Whistleblower Protection Agency. This b &Q andate would be to receive and handle
whistleblower disclosures (especially thosesihvolving corruption or major corporate wrongdoing),
ensure the whistleblower’s conﬁde@&a coordinate investigations with relevant agencies, and
enforce anti-retaliation prote(@lt could also manage the reward program. Having a one-stop
agency would address t Qrent situation where whistleblowers may not know where to report
or may not trust ﬁ%le ureaucracies. The agency can act as a guardian for the whistleblower,
advocating orgéir behalf if they face harassment by any employer or institution. For instance, if
a civil\%zht blows the whistle on graft in a ministry and then faces disciplinary action, the
whistleblower agency could intervene to suspend that action and provide legal support to the
whistleblower. Furthermore, the agency can run public awareness campaigns to change

perceptions about whistleblowing — much as Korea’s ACRC has worked to celebrate

whistleblowers’ contributions (ACRC, 2018). Building trust in an agency’s ability to protect will
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be critical in Nigeria, where skepticism of government promises may be high. Alternatively, if
creating a new agency is not feasible, Nigeria should at least designate clear “prescribed
persons” or bodies (like anti-graft agencies, the Auditor-General, or a respected ombudsman)

who are empowered and trained to receive protected disclosures and extend protections.

Cultivating a Supportive Environment and Culture: Legal changes alone will not suf%Nigeria
must encourage a cultural shift within both government and corporations. Less@%m the UK
and South Africa show the importance of internal whistleblowing sy, eng.acompanies and
public sector organizations in Nigeria should be required (perhaps @ulations or corporate
governance codes) to establish internal reporting channels, @%onﬁdential hotlines and
whistleblowing policies, and to communicate these to emp@es. Leaders need to set the “tone
at the top” that whistleblowing is welcome as a mea%fb%rect wrongs, not an act of disloyalty.
To reinforce this, Nigeria could integrate Wh@%er protections into its corporate governance
framework (e.g., the SEC Nigeria’s Cq Corporate Governance could include provisions on
whistleblowing). Additionally, pro@ whistleblowers with support services can reduce the
risk of retaliation. For examp .\$ering access to free legal advice, counseling services, or even
interim financial assist&ngf they lose their job can make a huge difference. South Africa

identified the la@

include son@chanism to assist whistleblowers whose livelihoods are threatened, perhaps

pensation for victimized whistleblowers as a gap; Nigeria should

throu agﬂd or by allowing tribunals to award interim relief.

Ensure Follow-Up and Effective Action: A final lesson is that whistleblower reports must lead to
credible action; otherwise, the system loses legitimacy. Part of enhancing governance is not just
encouraging whistleblowers to speak, but ensuring their voices result in investigations and

reforms. The U.S. SEC’s program, for instance, regularly communicates to whistleblowers about
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the status of their tips and has a strong record of enforcement actions resulting from tips.
Nigeria’s agencies should similarly commit to responding to whistleblower disclosures swiftly
(e.g., by opening inquiries or audits) and, where warranted, prosecuting wrongdoers. This creates
a virtuous cycle: successful outcomes based on whistleblower information will build public
confidence in the framework, prompting more whistleblowers to come forward. It aM{;gnals to

organizations that complaints won’t disappear into a void — increasing the in‘te@pr sure to

address issues proactively. <

¢\

nal best practices on

In conclusion, Nigeria stands to gain significantly by adopting inte
whistleblower protection. Strong confidentiality guarantees, l munities, anti-retaliation
enforcement, incentives, and supportive institutions form a@egrated approach that has proven
effective in enhancing corporate governance and de@g retaliation. By tailoring these lessons
to Nigeria’s context and demonstrating the pdli ill to protect those who speak out, Nigeria
can improve transparency, accountahilj&nd trust in both public institutions and private

enterprises. Whistleblowers can be o@f the most potent allies in the fight against corruption

and corporate misconduct —.Qb;%only if they are heard and shielded. Implementing these

wrongdoing is m< v&(%j

%6 Chapter Five
\9 Summary

5.1. Summary of Findings

comparative insights @lp ensure that in Nigeria, doing the right thing by reporting

tice and support, not reprisals.

The essential role played by whistleblowing to enhance integrity, detect corrupt practices has
been emphasized in the study. The whistleblower policy introduced in 2016 has not been able to

achieve significant feat constrained by inadequate legal and institutional frameworks. This has
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left whistleblowers vulnerable to offenders who seek retaliation either through job loss or
physical threats. As result the policy has suffered serious comatose as individuals are being
discouraged to come-fort with relevant information that has to do fraud and corruption
perpetrated in their space. Lack of confidentiality and anonymity of the whistleblower has dealt a
serious blow to the policy in Nigeria as there are no mechanism to guarantee anony&ity of the

X

The legal framework of whistleblowing policy in Nigeria was alng gated. Though

whistleblower.

financial rewards were introduced to encourage whistleblowing the fi ork is short coming in
introducing effective mechanism that would deter retali %d victimization of the
whistleblower by those in the top hierarchy attached Qhe accused. This has left the
whistleblower at the mercy and caprices of the &@& individuals who seek every means
possible to bring the whistleblower down{@%gislative organ of government in Nigeria
saddled with the task of enacting proteo;@aws and measures to safeguard the security of the
whistleblower both from personal %&g&nd job loss, have continued to struggle with enacting

comprehensive and enforceab, \@s needed to actually make retaliation impossible.

The socio-cultural twi@ effective implementation of whistleblowing policy in Nigeria also

become the fg(g&\t of the study. Ingrained with a culture of salience knitted either from

personal att:
el

salience“pecame prevalent especially when it has to do with the rich and the poor where the rich

ent, sentiments or from fear of the superior order of the society; the culture of

who finds it quit easy to get away with injustice involving the societal and organizational
privileged to the less privileged of the social strata. Aside from the culture of inherent salient,
lack of awareness and trust of the whistleblowing framework to protect individuals also

undermines the effectiveness of the policy.
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Challenges faced by the whistleblowing policy in Nigeria also came under discussion. In most of
the countries compared in the study, it was revealed that the policy is embedded in legal
frameworks, with protection and support for whistleblower. This societies have created an
environment for strong legal protections, trusted reporting channels and better enforcement
channels showing a pathway for Nigeria to draw lessons from particularly in ensuring that
whistleblowers are protected from retaliation. In sum, the study argues for a con@ve legal
frameworks backing whistleblowing policies.

5.2. Conclusion é

The study examined whistleblowing as a concept for enhancin &te governance in Nigeria
was examined by the study. Theoretical foundations, % ameworks, and socio-cultural
challenges that are instrumental to the effectiveness, o, 1Stleblowing practices were analysed.
The study established, through a systematic revieﬁb@ roach, that while whistleblowing has the
potential to promote transparency, acco %‘%ty, and ethical behavior, it in Nigeria is

significantly hindered by a range of s@ic issues.

As revealed in the study, un. sélzpractices, corruption, and fraud, are the bane of corporate
governance in Nigeria @whistleblowing offering a critical mechanism to address these
challenges. HOWQ‘eT:\\eﬁ)ite the introduction of the 2016 Whistleblower Policy, the legal and
institutional ctions for whistleblowers remain fragmented, making the system prone to
¢
abuse \{/&étaliation. In Nigeria, one of the most significant deterrents to whistleblowing,
undermining its potential effectiveness as a governance tool is fear of retaliation—whether in the
form of job loss, harassment, or legal action. This highlights the urgent need for a comprehensive,
cohesive legal framework that ensures robust protection for whistleblowers, enabling them to

report misconduct without fear of reprisal.
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In addition, socio-cultural obstacles was also identified barrier to the success of whistleblowing
in Nigeria. The problem is exacerbated by a culture of silence, loyalty, and complicity. Also
complicating the issue is the inherent danger in lack awareness regarding among the public. In
organization, mistrust among the employees in the integrity of reporting systems leads to
underreporting and perpetuates unethical conduct. As such, it is essential for organization to
creat a more informed and transparent organizational culture that fosters trust Q&ourages

individuals to report wrongdoing without fear of social or professional consequences.

A comparative analyses and lessons from more developed jurisdicti ch as the US and the
EU were provided. Anti-retaliation measures in these region@pe promote ethical business
practices and preventing corporate malfeasance. The pillar@his reforms are a enhanced legal
framework, public awareness campaigns, and the %%gof an environment of openness and
support. This includes implementing clear \@faowing policies. to achieve this, leadership
commitment to transparency and ethi overnance, as well as the development of an
organizational climate that rewar%@al behavior and encourages employees to speak out

against corruption and fraud @nial.

In conclusion, this &rc highlights the crucial role that whistleblowing can play in
strengthening co@e governance in Nigeria. The research revealed that a more effective
whistleblo stem will contribute to the fight against corruption, promote ethical business

practice d ensure the long-term sustainability.

5.3 Recommendations

The need for enhancing the effectiveness of whistleblowing as a corporate governance tool in
Nigeria was underscored by the study. Based on the findings, several key recommendations are

made to address the existing challenges and improve the overall impact of whistleblowing
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systems. These recommendations focus on strengthening legal protections, creating accessible
reporting systems, fostering a culture of trust and accountability, and improving enforcement and

organizational culture.

Firstly, one of the most pressing issues identified is the inadequate legal protection for
whistleblowers. The Nigerian government must prioritize strengthening legal fra%orks by
expediting the passage of the Whistleblower Protection Bill. This bill@d provide
comprehensive safeguards, such as protection from retaliation, job loss hagisfnent and legal
consequences for whistleblowers who report misconduct d faith. Moreover,
whistleblowers' identities should be protected, and they %ﬁ given immunity from
defamation or any legal repercussions. Aligning Nigeria’ @istleblower protection laws with

\

ention against Corruption (UNCAC),

will ensure better protection for whlstleblow@prove the credibility of the system.

international standards, such as the United Nations

In addition to legal reforms, establishin; ﬁst and accessible whistleblowing systems is crucial.
The Nigerian government and @ate sector organizations should develop secure and
confidential reporting pla o@}that ensure anonymity and protect whistleblowers from any
form of retaliation. It iﬁsential to implement training programs for employees, educating them
[ ]
about available Qey\’ting channels and the importance of reporting unethical behavior.
Furthermorf,@ anizations should ensure that whistleblower reports are handled with urgency,
conﬁde\(wlity, and seriousness, creating a sense of trust and security among potential

whistleblowers.

To further enhance the effectiveness of whistleblowing, it is essential to improve enforcement
mechanisms. Regulatory bodies such as the Economic and Financial Crimes Commission

(EFCC), Independent Corrupt Practices and Other Related Offences Commission (ICPC), and
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Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) must be empowered to take swift action on
whistleblower reports. These agencies should be equipped with the resources and authority to
investigate and prosecute cases of corruption and corporate misconduct. Additionally,
whistleblowers should be given timely feedback on the outcome of their reports, which will not

only encourage further participation but also strengthen accountability within the syste&

Finally, Nigeria should look to international best practices for guidance in @thening its

whistleblowing framework. Comparative studies of successful whis}@&ﬂhg systems in

countries such as the United States, United Kingdom, and European % can provide valuable

insights into how Nigeria can enhance its legal protecti@ réporting mechanisms, and
enforcement strategies. Learning from these jurisdictions, @ria can adapt global standards to
fit its unique legal, cultural, and organizational co%%%proving the overall effectiveness of
whistleblowing as a corporate governance to%fb

5.4 Suggestions for Further Researg&

While this study has provided Valéfa\nsights into the role of whistleblowing as a corporate
governance tool in Nigeria@al areas remain underexplored, offering opportunities for
further research. The %&g suggestions highlight key areas where additional studies could

build on the ﬁndi(gsie}t

s research and deepen the understanding of whistleblowing.

Future resed@)uld explore the direct and indirect effects of whistleblowing on organizational
perfor@e, particularly in Nigerian firms. While whistleblowing is often associated with
improving transparency and accountability, more studies are needed to examine how it affects
organizational efficiency, employee morale, and overall productivity. Investigating whether

organizations with strong whistleblowing systems experience better financial outcomes,
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enhanced public trust, or reduced corruption-related losses could provide empirical evidence of

the long-term benefits of whistleblowing as a governance tool.

This study primarily focused on corporate governance and whistleblowing in general. However,
there is a need for sector-specific studies, particularly in high-risk sectors like banking, oil and
gas, and public service. Further research could compare the effectiveness of whistleblowing
mechanisms across different sectors and evaluate how sector-specific cha@—such as
industry regulations, organizational culture, and the level of corruptio a&d the success of
whistleblowing systems. This could offer more targeted insights for g % ing whistleblowing in

these high-risk industries. Q

Much of the research on whistleblowing has focused %&e corporations and public sector
institutions. There is a need for research that exam@ e role of whistleblowing in small and
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in Nigerié\\@Es often face unique governance challenges,
including limited resources and inforn tures, which could affect the implementation and
effectiveness of whistleblowiilg @‘&ns Research in this area could explore how SMEs can

develop effective whistle%@policies, the specific challenges they face in managing reports,

and the potential bene%o incorporating whistleblowing as part of their corporate governance

strategies. 0

A longitu@’b‘study could be conducted to examine the relationship between corporate culture
and th%(ectiveness of whistleblowing systems over time. Such research would track changes in
organizational culture, leadership, and ethical standards in response to the introduction of
whistleblowing mechanisms. This would provide valuable insights into how whistleblowing
systems influence cultural transformation within organizations and whether these changes lead to

sustained improvements in corporate governance practices.
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5.5 Contributions to Knowledge

One of the primary contributions of this study is its in-depth exploration of the concept of
whistleblowing within the unique Nigerian context. While whistleblowing has been studied in
various global contexts, this research highlights the specific challenges faced by whistleblowers
in Nigeria, particularly the lack of legal protection, fear of retaliation, and the cult ral stigma
attached to reporting misconduct. By focusing on Nigeria, the study adds to th ing body of
knowledge on whistleblowing in developing countries, offering a nuanced derstanding of the
barriers and enablers of effective whistleblowing systems in context terlzed by political

Y
O

This research contributes to the theoretical developmer@ whistleblowing by integrating

instability, corruption, and a lack of trust in institutions.

Agency Theory and Stakeholder Theory. The studyé@ese frameworks to demonstrate how
whistleblowing helps to mitigate the princi t problem by increasing transparency and
reducing information asymmetry betweg&ents (management) and principals (shareholders).
Additionally, it highlights how \@{Ctgblowing aligns with Stakeholder Theory, where the
interests of various stakehol&gmcludmg employees, customers, and society—are protected

by exposing unethical § es within organizations. This theoretical integration provides a
d

more comprehe 1V$1
and a strate@remance tool.

rstanding of how whistleblowing serves both as an ethical safeguard

Anoth}\bey contribution of this study is its identification and analysis of the systemic barriers
that hinder the effectiveness of whistleblowing in Nigeria. The study identifies specific
challenges, such as the fragmented legal framework, lack of whistleblower protection, and the
culture of silence and loyalty within organizations. These insights add depth to the existing

literature by providing a detailed account of how these barriers prevent whistleblowers from
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coming forward, thus exacerbating issues of corruption and unethical practices in Nigerian
organizations. The study further argues that addressing these barriers is critical to unlocking the

full potential of whistleblowing as a corporate governance tool.

This study provides a critical evaluation of Nigeria’s legal and institutional framework for
whistleblowing, particularly in light of the Whistleblower Policy (2016) and the W%eblower
Protection Bill (2019). By analyzing the strengths and weaknesses of these@works, the
research contributes to the understanding of how legal protections can i ugna! the success of

whistleblowing systems. It highlights the gaps in the cur%@islation and makes
h

recommendations for improving the legal safeguards availabl tleblowers. These insights
are essential for policymakers, legal practitioners, and ¢ & regulators seeking to strengthen

Nigeria’s legal framework for corporate governance %ﬂtl corruption efforts.

The study draws on international whistleblovﬁ@actices to offer comparative insights into how
Nigeria can improve its whistleblowiﬁ@yms. By examining the successes and challenges
faced by whistleblowing system &re developed jurisdictions such as the US and the EU, the
research provides a glo ective on how effective whistleblowing mechanisms can be
institutionalized w1th1 %gerlan context. These comparative lessons contribute to a broader

understandin 0@ international standards and practices can be adapted to suit local

governance gal structures.

\*
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