
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 11 Hero or “Prince of Darkness”? 
Locating Peer Jacob Svenkerud 
in an Attributions-Based 
Typology of Whistleblowers 

Brian K. Richardson 

Did stakeholders consider whistleblower Peer Jacob Svenkerud (PJS) a 
“hero” or a “prince of darkness”? The answer depends on which stake-
holder you ask. Stakeholders include “any group or individual who 
can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organization’s objec-
tives” ( Freeman, 1984 , p. 46). One of their primary functions, then, is to 
grant (or withdraw) social legitimacy to the focal organization. Because 
whistleblowers’ accusations threaten organizations’ legitimacy, they’re 
often met with management retaliation. But if whistleblowers can garner 
stakeholder support, their chances of ending wrongdoing and preserving 
their positions are enhanced ( Sawyer, Johnson, & Holub, 2010 ). The 
PJS account offers us an opportunity to examine, in detail, stakeholder 
involvement in a high-profile whistleblowing case.The academic literature 
proves reductionistic in addressing how stakeholders view whistleblow-
ers. Rather than differentiating between them, most scholarship and 
media accounts cast them as heroes, the proverbial “David” taking on 
the corrupt “Goliath.” This ignores the reality that stakeholders might 
have very different perceptions of whistleblowers based on the attribu-
tions they make about them. 
This chapter develops a more sophisticated approach to understanding 

how stakeholders, particularly those outside the organization, might cat-
egorize whistleblowers. After a brief literature review addressing motives 
and attribution theory, I propose a whistleblower typology followed by 
several theoretical propositions about how select stakeholders might per-
ceive a whistleblower. I then propose PJS’s location in the typology before 
using case details to assess the typology and associated propositions. 

Whistleblower: Definitions and Typology 

Whistleblowers are commonly hailed as “heroes” and “saints” by some 
groups, namely the media, the general public, and victims of corporate 
malfeasance, while derided as “snitches,” “rats,” or “traitors” by the 
accused and those stakeholders who are dependent upon the focal orga-
nization ( Grant, 2002 ; Khan, 2018; Trevino & Victor, 1992 ). This was 
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certainly true of PJS, who found himself labeled the “prince of darkness,” 
“man in black,” “weak,” and a “backstabber” by members of Norsk 
Tippingʼs (NT) leadership team but praised for his forthrightness by 
external auditors. Still, we actually know little about why stakeholders 
apply such labels to whistleblowers ( Heumann, Friedes, Redlawsk, Cas-
sak, & Kesari, 2015 ). 
In developing a model describing types of whistleblowers, I rely on litera-

ture examining (1) the relationship between whistleblower definitions and 
motives, (2) how stakeholders make sense of whistleblowers, (3) whistle-
blower attributes of credibility and legitimacy, and (4) attribution theory. 

Whistleblowers’ Motives 

Some scholars contend that an individual who reports wrongdoing must 
have pure or altruistic motives to properly qualify as a “whistleblower.” For 
example, Grant (2002 ) argues that those who personally gain from their 
reports—for example, through promotions or revenge against others— 
aren’t genuine whistleblowers. Conversely, many scholars acknowledge 
that, though some individuals who blow the whistle do so for selfish rea-
sons, they are still whistleblowers ( Jubb, 1999 ;  Miceli & Near, 1997 ). They 
contend that whistleblowers may be motivated by personal interests such 
as seeking a promotion or settling personal scores ( Loyens, 2013 ), but as 
long as wrongdoing is being revealed, their motivations are immaterial 
( O’Sullivan & Ngau, 2014 ). As Bouville succinctly put it, a whistleblower 
“making the right decision for the wrong reasons is still making the right 
decision” ( 2008 , p. 583). I myself agree. Anyone who reports wrongdoing 
to those who may be able to effect action ( Near & Miceli, 1985 ) mer-
its the title “whistleblower.” This is not to suggest, though, that motives 
are unimportant; indeed, they can influence stakeholders’ perceptions of 
whistleblowers, which can in turn influence whistleblowers’ eventual fate. 

Stakeholders and Whistleblowing Cases 

Scholars are increasingly noting the potential influence stakeholders 
can bear on whistleblowing cases. In fact, Sawyer et al. (2010 ) contend 
that “whistleblowers usually lose” (p. 93) when stakeholders don’t get 
involved in their cases. Existing research, while limited, suggests stake-
holders make judgments about whistleblowers that could influence 
whether they support or retaliate against them. Teo and Caspersz (2011 ), 
for example, found that employees of a small financial services organiza-
tion said they’d have a hard time trusting a whistleblower because they 
likened the activity to betrayal and backstabbing; further, they themselves 
wouldn’t want to be labeled a “whistleblower” for fear of ostracism. 
Heumann et al. (2015 ) found that the general public holds widely dispa-
rate views about whistleblowers. Specifically, 47% of respondents viewed 
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whistleblowers as protectors of the public, 20% thought whistleblowers 
“held a grudge,” and 15% believed they are “out to ‘gain personally’” 
(p. 11). Stakeholders presumably make similar inferences about whistle-
blowers’ motivations. Other research indicates stakeholders get involved 
in whistleblowing cases by actually becoming whistleblowers themselves 
( Johnson, Sellnow, Seeger, Barrett, & Hasbargen, 2004 ), or can retali-
ate against or ally with whistleblowers ( Richardson & McGlynn, 2011 ; 
Sawyer et al., 2010 ). 
Different kinds of stakeholders might become involved in whistleblow-

ing cases. These include the mass media, regulatory agencies, the general 
public, and bystanders.All these stakeholders possess power and resources 
to aid or inhibit whistleblowers ( Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, 1997 ). The 
mass media, including local and national news outlets with online and 
traditional platforms, can add legitimacy to whistleblowers’ reports or 
raise questions about their credibility ( Johnson et al., 2004 ). Regulatory 
agencies are able to offer support to a whistleblower so that real change 
can be brought to a context in which wrongdoing is occurring. Sawyer et al. 
(2010 ) identified auditors, ombudsmen, and securities commissions as 
important regulatory targets for whistleblowers’ allegations. The general 
public, too, now has a platform for offering support or detracting from 
a whistleblower’s claims ( Park & Jan, 2017 ). Finally, bystanders include 
innocent employees of the organization where wrongdoing is occurring 
and management of other organizations in the same industry. While these 
groups aren’t directly involved in the whistleblowing case and possess no 
mandate to address the allegations, whistleblowers could seek their sup-
port, thereby enhancing their credibility and legitimacy. Next, I review 
attribution theory which suggests stakeholders’ judgments of whistle-
blowers will be affected by their perceptions of whistleblowers’ motives. 

Attribution Theory 

Jones, Spraakman, and Sànchez-Rodríguez (2014 ) believe that whistle-
blowing always involves some self-interest. I agree but would add that as 
the nature of that interest becomes known by stakeholders, they will judge 
the whistleblower accordingly. Attribution theory contends that people 
make interpretations about the causes of events that in turn affect their 
perceptions and responses ( Weiner, 1980 ). Initial judgments are affected 
by three dimensions: controllability, stability, and, related to this study, 
locus.“Locus” refers to locus of control—that is, whether a behavior was 
under an individual’s volition or induced by external forces. Some whis-
tleblowers were involved in the unethical behavior they report, suggest-
ing internal control. Meanwhile, other whistleblowers were witnesses to 
wrongdoing caused by other individuals or groups. Kelsey, Kearney, Plax, 
Allen, and Ritter (2004 ) found people ascribe internal attribution to neg-
ative behaviors, which suggests they might label complicit wrongdoers 
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as “dishonest” or “unethical” people even if they later blew the whistle 
on this activity. Thus, it’s reasonable to expect most stakeholders to be 
critical of whistleblowers who were engaged in the very wrongdoing they 
are now exposing. 
Another factor related to attribution is motivation, or the perceived 

reason why someone engaged in a particular behavior. The decision to blow 
the whistle can be motivated by either selfish or altruistic reasons. Altruistic 
motivations are characterized as purely voluntary and are also not inspired 
by the potential of rewards or to avoiding punishment, or being beneficial 
to others ( Leeds, 1963 ). Conversely, selfish motives stem from individuals 
personally benefitting from their actions ( Quigley, Gaes, & Tedeschi, 1989 ). 
Weinstein, DeHaan, and Ryan (2010 ) found that when people make altru-
istic attributions about others’ helping behaviors, they are more thankful 
and perceive the helper “as more generous, admirable, and as exhibiting 
a larger number of positive and a smaller number of negative personality 
characteristics” (p. 428). Conversely, we would expect that when stakehold-
ers attribute others’ behaviors to selfish reasons, they view them negatively. 
Research indicates the public is less supportive of whistleblowers motivated 
by self-interest than by altruism ( Heumann et al., 2015 ). 
My proposed typology is developed along two dimensions that I believe 

are critical in stakeholders’ attributions of whistleblowers’ reports. First, 
stakeholders take note of whether the whistleblower participated in or 
merely observed the alleged wrongdoing. The typology’s second dimen-
sion involves whether the whistleblower’s motives are altruistic or selfish. 
Selfish reasons for blowing the whistle include seeking fame, revenge, 
and financial reward ( Miceli & Near, 1997 ). Miceli and Near believe that 
stakeholders may disapprove when someone materially benefits from 
reporting wrongdoing. 

The Typology 

In this section, I present the four types of whistleblowers. I call them 
the confessor, the jilted lover, the saint, and the opportunist. For each, I 
offer theoretical propositions related to stakeholders’ perceptions of their 
credibility and legitimacy. 

Engaged in wrongdoing (guilty) Witnessed wrongdoing (innocent) 

Altruistic 
motives 

Selfish 
motives 

The Confessor The Saint 

The Jilted Lover The Opportunist 

Figure 11.1 Typology of Whistleblowers 
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The Confessor (guilty + altruistic). The “Confessor” is the whistleblower 
who participated in wrongdoing and is now reporting it for altruistic, soul-
cleansing reasons, in effect confessing their prior transgressions. Miceli 
and Near (1997 ) acknowledge wrongdoers may be motivated to blow the 
whistle on their own actions if their conscience is bothering them. This lat-
ter reason, as well as the person using the wrongdoing to promote a larger 
cause, represents altruistic reasons for a wrongdoer to turn whistleblower. 
The Jilted Lover (guilty + selfish). This whistleblower type, like the 

Confessor, engaged in wrongdoing but is motivated to report it for selfish 
reasons, such as revenge, chest-beating, or material gain. 
The Opportunist (innocent + selfish). “Opportunists” are whistleblow-

ers who observed wrongdoing and reported it for selfish, or opportu-
nistic, reasons. Heumann, Friedes, Cassak, Wright, and Joshi (2013 ) use 
the term “avenger” to refer to whistleblowers whose motives are largely 
revenge or retributive. While this is certainly true of whistleblowers in the 
opportunist type, not all of them aim to hurt other individuals. Some will 
use their whistleblowing for material benefit. 
The Saint (innocent observer + altruistic). “Saints” are whistleblowers 

who have observed wrongdoing and are reporting it for altruistic reasons. 
The Saint resembles Heumann et al.’s (2013 ) “altruist”—the whistle-
blower who “sees an evil, objects fearlessly, and fights valiantly within, 
and even beyond, the organization for the sake of justice and remedy” 
(p. 40). He or she “is the conscience of the organization, standing, per-
sonally and directly to gain nothing from the proven truth of the claims 
made” (p. 40). 

Propositions 

I now discuss two resources critical to whistleblowers’ effectiveness that 
will be presented as part of theoretical propositions. 
Credibility. Credibility is one of the most regularly cited factors for 

explaining whistleblowing effectiveness ( Guthrie, Norman, & Rose, 
2012 ), as it enhances the possibility that it will influence top manage-
ment to correct wrongdoing ( Near & Miceli, 1985 ,  1995 ). The scholars 
contend that stakeholders’ perceptions of credibility are tied to whistle-
blowers’ motives, whether they are focused on helping others or serving 
their own interests; whistleblowers possessing altruistic motives are more 
likely to achieve desired changes, whereas those perceived as possess-
ing selfish motives may have their claims disregarded altogether. Johnson 
et al. (2004 ) suggest whistleblowers often use the mass media to bring 
attention to their claims; whistleblowers perceived as high in credibil-
ity are more likely to have the media treat their reports as serious and 
worthwhile. Sawyer et al. (2010 ) suggest management retaliation against 
whistleblowers is employed to undercut their credibility, which in turn 
makes them susceptible to more retaliation. 
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Legitimacy. Legitimacy is “a generalized perception or assumption 
that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper or appropriate within 
some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and defini-
tions” ( Suchman, 1995 , p. 77). Stakeholders can confer legitimacy upon 
organizations and individuals; however, they can also take away this 
resource which is associated with organizational survival and personal 
influence ( Sawyer et al., 2010 ). Sawyer et al. suggest whistleblowers are 
stakeholders of their organizations. But without legitimacy conferred 
by more powerful stakeholders, they often lack power to end wrongdo-
ing. Whistleblowers who acquire the support of powerful stakeholders, 
such as the Department of Justice, increase their chances of success. Fur-
ther, the whistleblower’s legitimacy possesses a negative correlation with 
the organization’s legitimacy—that is, as the whistleblower’s legitimacy 
increases, the organization’s decreases. Thus, accused organizations often 
use retaliation to reduce a whistleblower’s perceived legitimacy ( Sawyer 
et al., 2010 ). I contend legitimacy is a critical resource for whistleblow-
ers, at least partly determining their ability to get key audiences to listen 
to their claims. 
Since research finds that individuals, including whistleblowers, who 

are motivated by altruism will be held in higher regard than their selfish 
counterparts (Heumann et al., 2013; Weinstein et al., 2010 ), we expect 
altruistic and innocent whistleblowers to generate more positive percep-
tions about their actions than their selfish, guilty counterparts. It follows 
that the Saint and the Confessor will have the most altruistic attribu-
tions bestowed upon them, as they are acting to help the situation. Since 
Saints aren’t tainted by participation in the unethical behavior, they will 
be perceived as more legitimate than Confessors. Conversely, we would 
expect when stakeholders attribute others’ behaviors to selfish reasons, 
they see them negatively, suggesting the Opportunist and Jilted Lover are 
found low in legitimacy. Since the Jilted Lover is tainted by participation 
in wrongdoing, he or she would be viewed as less legitimate than the 
Opportunist. Thus: 

Proposition 1: Stakeholder groups will perceive the Saint as the most 
legitimate whistleblower, followed by the Confessor, the Oppor-
tunist, and the Jilted Lover. 

Credibility. Stewart (1980 ) recognized the importance of credibility when 
she argued that whistleblowers “are more likely to be heard and believed 
if they appear to lose from their act” (p. 95). With regard to the news 
media, Liebes and Blum-Kulka (2004 ) contend that those whistleblowers 
most eager to tell their stories are less trustworthy and the information 
they report is tainted, suggesting that whistleblowers who report for self-
ish reasons are viewed as less credible. Johnson et al. (2004 ) contend that 
“if a whistle-blower is labeled as a self-serving, disloyal squealer or stool 
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pigeon, then credibility is questioned and the message has less impact” 
(p. 356). In light of this literature, I offer the following proposition: 

Proposition 2: Stakeholder groups will perceive the Saint as the most 
credible whistleblower, followed by the Confessor, the Opportun-
ist, and the Jilted Lover. 

Retaliation. Alleged wrongdoers and others in an organization often 
employ retaliatory measures against whistleblowers ( Richardson & 
McGlynn, 2011 ;  Rothschild & Miethe, 1999 ). Retaliation is used to 
lower the whistleblower’s perceived credibility and legitimacy ( Sawyer 
et al., 2010 ). For example, Richardson and McGlynn (2011 ) found that 
organizations use tactics such as isolation, labeling, and interpersonal 
conflict to discredit whistleblowers. I anticipate that the more credible 
and legitimate a whistleblower is perceived to be, the more retaliation 
they will encounter. Thus, I propose the following: 

Proposition 3: The Saint, followed by the Confessor, the Opportun-
ist, and the Jilted Lover, will receive the maximum retaliation. 

Properly testing these theoretical propositions will require comparative 
cases beyond that of PJS’s. Still, the rich data related to his case, provided 
by interviews, internal documents, and media stories, offer an opportu-
nity for preliminary assessment of the typology. In other words, the PJS 
case is useful for an initial assessment of the typology and its associated 
propositions. I now locate PJS within the typology. 

Locating PJS Within the Typology 

PJS appears to represent the “Saint” type of whistleblower. According 
to the interview data, he reported wrongdoing for altruistic reasons. For 
example, when discussing his growing confidence that blowing the whis-
tle was necessary, he said: 

If Norsk Tipping said that we were responsible, we had to show it. 
It’s time for it. I think basically I thought, ‘if I leave now and do not 
stick up what I have preached, or what I have communicated to the 
company and to the surroundings, that would be unfair to whom I 
wanted to be.” 

Identity statements, such as “. . . whom I wanted to be,” are cues for 
altruistic motives as they refect the whistleblower speaking out as a 
result of his internal values. It further appears that PJS was largely an 
innocent bystander to unethical behavior, though he does confess to ben-
eftting from some of the organization’s lavish spending. For example, he 
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mentions having attended a gaming conference in South Africa at which 
a client of NT “paid all the bills. All the alcohol, all the dinners, round-
ing up tens of thousands of crowns in costs and we never questioned it. 
I was in on it.” Involvement in wrongdoing would shift PJS’s categori-
zation to a Confessor, one who was involved in wrongdoing but is not 
reporting it for altruistic reasons. Despite this admission to at least some 
participation in various excessive spending, I would still categorize PJS as 
a Saint whistleblower. There is no evidence that stakeholders knew of his 
participation in this particular event nor was it an egregious violation of 
ethical protocol. Even as his identity as whistleblower became public, he 
was never accused of beneftting from wrongdoing by his fellow adminis-
trators. PJS’s case reveals an important aspect of the proposed typology: 
stakeholders perceived PJS as an innocent bystander and thus he was 
treated as one. Perception was reality. 
PJS’s anonymity, particularly early in the case, reveals a possible limita-

tion of the typology. For much of the case, stakeholders didn’t know who 
had blown the whistle at NT, so they were unable to make judgments 
about the whistleblower’s motives. The present model does not account 
for anonymity. Based upon existing literature, stakeholders will ques-
tion the motives of anonymous whistleblowers or assign motives that are 
inaccurate ( Elliston, 1982 ). Indeed, PJS recognized that his anonymity 
allowed the CEO to develop an unflattering narrative about “the whistle-
blower.” PJS said: 

And that was a big handicap of being anonymous and being in the 
role that I was. The CEO and others were able to establish a picture 
of a person that just wanted him out, that was a hidden enemy that 
ran behind him with a knife, ready to stab him in the back. It took 
several years before I could say anything. I was completely helpless 
in that aspect. 

While it appears the proposed typology might be limited to open whistle-
blowers, stakeholders can and do make attributions of anonymous ones. 
But these attributions may be inaccurate. Further, if sympathetic stake-
holders don’t know the identity of a whistleblower, the most support 
they can provide is indirect. Thus, whether a whistleblower is known or 
anonymous should be added as a dimension to the model. 
While the data don’t allow a direct comparison between PJS and other 

whistleblowers, he appeared to possess high credibility and legitimacy 
with those stakeholders who knew his identity. As a Saint whistleblower, 
this is expected; he isn’t tarnished by either participation in wrongdoing 
or blowing the whistle for selfish reasons. When PJS revealed his identity 
as the whistleblower to the auditors, they followed his lead as they inves-
tigated the company. They even praised him as “the whistleblower” in 
their final report. There is no evidence that the auditors ever doubted 
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PJS’s veracity. The media also treated PJS with reverence in their account 
that publicly outed him as the whistleblower. His perception of the story 
was that “everything was correct.” In addition, he viewed other external 
stakeholders, such as members of the Norwegian Athletic Association 
(NAA) and communications consultants, as supporting his efforts: 

A senior executive of the Norwegian Athletic Association was very 
supportive, and very vocal about what he thought was wrong. . . . I 
also had some consultants that I used that were experts on communi-
cations. And they were, of course, very supportive because they said, 
‘You’re doing the right thing. There is absolutely no question about 
it. You just need to stick to it.’ 

External stakeholders treated PJS as a credible, legitimate source. While 
we lack direct evidence confrming their support for him, I believe his 
lack of involvement in unethical behavior and his altruistic motivations 
facilitated it. Based upon the propositions described earlier, he received 
more support than he would have had he been one of the other types 
of whistleblowers because of lowered perceptions of his credibility and 
legitimacy. 
Finally, the model proposes that a Saint whistleblower typically faces 

greater retaliation than the other types in an attempt to reduce their cred-
ibility and legitimacy. Recall what happened when PJS was called to a 
meeting with other NT executives shortly after the news media outed 
him. There, he was put on the carpet, questioned about his authority, 
and criticized by several of his colleagues. For roughly a year and a half, 
from January 2010 to July 2011, NT’s new permanent CEO consis-
tently sent him unsolicited and mixed messages about his role within 
the firm. PJS exited it when he determined that his prior status in the 
company would never be regained. I am left wondering if this is the fate 
of many Saint whistleblowers. Saints are pure; they didn’t participate in 
wrongdoing, and they blew the whistle for honorable reasons. An incom-
ing CEO will assemble a new executive team, and while they may not 
have engaged in unethical behavior themselves, they may not trust the 
Saint whistleblower when they attempt to navigate the gray spaces of 
the organizational bureaucracy. After all, “it is normally assumed that 
the whistleblower will re-offend, that is, once a whistleblower, always a 
whistleblower” ( Sawyer et al., 2010 , p. 98). 

Conclusion 

Whistleblowing doesn’t occur in a vacuum ( Gundlach, Douglas, & 
Martinko, 2003 ;  Vadera, Aguilera, & Caza, 2009 ). Individuals con-
templating whether to blow the whistle may be influenced by various 
things—impression-management tactics of the wrongdoer ( Gundlach 
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et al., 2003 ), support from top management ( Vadera et al., 2009 ), or 
peer-group pressure ( Ash, 2016 ). Once they blow the whistle, if they’re 
lucky they’ll enjoy social support offered by co-workers or peers ( McG-
lynn & Richardson, 2014 ). Thus, scholars have identified how elements 
internal to the organization influence whistleblowing. My purpose here 
was to contribute to the emerging research investigating how external 
groups impact whistleblowing decisions and outcomes ( Heumann et al., 
2015 ;  Sawyer et al., 2010 ). The PJS-NT case offers, in rich detail, the 
opportunity to explore relationships among elements of whistleblowing 
often overlooked in research, including whistleblower motives, (external) 
stakeholder involvement, and anonymity. 
It’s reasonable to wonder whether PJS would have become a whistle-

blower without the influence of key stakeholders. Indeed, stakeholder 
involvement was present throughout his whistleblowing process. Early 
on, representatives of the NAA raised concerns with him about how NT 
utilized its financial resources. Similarly, a prominent journalist ques-
tioned the relationship between the CEOs of NT and one of the com-
pany’s primary vendors. It’s possible these stakeholders reinforced PJS’s 
concerns about NT’s business practices, emboldening him to speak out. 
As the case progressed, he received critical social support for his cause 
from several stakeholders, including a senior executive of the NAA. 
However, because of his anonymity, it’s unclear whether he could have 
garnered more stakeholder support, which might have altered the trajec-
tory of the case. Another stakeholder, the news media, eventually outed 
PJS as the whistleblower but did so evenhandedly. It was apparent jour-
nalists perceived PJS as a credible whistleblower arguably because of his 
lack of involvement in wrongdoing and his altruistic reasons for blowing 
the whistle. Unfortunately, this outing likely led to PJS’s pressured exit 
from the organization. 
The PJS case raises questions about why external stakeholders become 

involved in whistleblowing cases. At present, much of the whistleblow-
ing literature either ignores the presence and influence of external stake-
holders or fails to explain why and how these stakeholders may become 
involved in these cases. To address this gap in our understanding of 
whistleblowing, I used the PJS case as an impetus to develop a typol-
ogy of whistleblowers based on their culpability (or innocence) in the 
wrongdoing and their motives (altruistic or selfish) for blowing the whis-
tle (altruistic or selfish). I then located PJS within the typology to assess 
it and relevant propositions, which revealed that stakeholder  perceptions 
about whistleblower motives and culpability are key; stakeholders either 
were unaware of PJS’s minimal involvement in the lavish vendor celebra-
tion or didn’t think it rose to the level of unethical behavior. The case fur-
ther reveals the importance of whether a whistleblower is anonymous or 
known. PJS received minimal direct support from key stakeholders during 
the early phases of the case because of his anonymity. Thus, anonymity 
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should be added to the model as an important dimension. While com-
parative data were not available, PJS seemed to fit the profile of the Saint 
whistleblower. He appeared to be viewed as credible and legitimate by 
external stakeholders. Unfortunately, though, he appeared too “pure” for 
NT’s new CEO, who  may have questioned PJS’s loyalty had he remained 
with the firm. This suspicion likely led to PJS’s exit from the company. As 
it relates to the model, the Saint whistleblower (PJS) experienced severe 
retaliation for his reports of wrongdoing. 
The exploration of the PJS case within the proposed typology offers 

promise for research into whistleblowing processes; still, further inquiries 
are required to determine support for the model and the propositions I’ve 
advanced. For example, researchers could conduct experiments assessing 
how stakeholders perceive whistleblowers based upon their innocence/ 
culpability and whether they possessed altruistic/selfish motives for blow-
ing the whistle. Interpretive scholars could closely examine case studies to 
determine if additional dimensions, such as communication channels, are 
relevant to how stakeholders perceive whistleblowers. Until such research 
is executed, we are relying on a “one size fits all” approach for under-
standing how stakeholders perceive whistleblowers that may have limited 
usefulness and functionality. After all, without the involvement and sup-
port of key stakeholders, PJS may never have become a whistleblower. 
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