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Purpose – This research explores the dynamic influences of fraud-related behavioral drivers alongside taxation governance and audit oversight
on anti-fraud intentions.
Design/methodology/approach – Based on a multilevel framework, the structural model of perceptions combines fraud behavior with tax
governance mechanisms and audit oversight.
Findings – Results demonstrate that fraud drivers, perceived tax transparency and environmental tax compliance orientation are not likely to
have both direct and indirect influences on anti-fraud intention. Objectively speaking, the mechanisms of oversight embedded in audit quality
also fail to moderate these associations. The presence of formal governance systems and transparency tools is not enough to activate fraud
awareness into intention to prevent behavior when enforcement credibility and personal contribution are minimized.
Originality/value – The paper provides a unique combination of fraud behavioral theory, taxation governance and audit oversight in an
integrated framework and presents data-based discussions on the limitations of formal controls in perception-based anti-fraud environments.
Research implications – The results suggest that there is a need for theoretical expansion by including enforcement salience, institutional
trust and moral engagement to further understand anti-fraud behaviour not only as the result of structural governance mechanisms.
© 2024 Inovasi Analisis Data Inc. All rights reserved.

1 Introduction
Swindles and governance failures are widespread in public and corporate

institutions, where they have an even stronger presence in emerging economies
characterized by varying levels of institutional development, budget trans-
parency, and oversight structures. Recent worldwide studies indicate that fraud
is corrosive to public confidence and tax morale; it hollows out the environ-
mental taxes agenda (Rezaee, 2004; OECD, 2024). In Southeast Asia, the
movement away from traditional tax systems and towards more digitalized
ones has increased public scrutiny—perceptions of misuse, lack of control,
and elite capture are significant factors shaping attitudes toward fraud and
compliance (Baghdadi et al., 2022; Ngah et al., 2021; Tuinsma et al., 2025).
These mechanisms are not limited to technical malfunctions and need to be
recognized as a behavioral and governance issue within an organization.

Previous research has investigated fraud detection and prevention from
various lenses, such as internal control structures, forensic accounting, and
corporate governance procedures. Audit committee quality and transparency
are found to be mitigating factors toward fraud risk across numerous stud-
ies (Abbott et al., 2004; Othman et al., 2015; Hassan et al., 2023). Parallel
literature reports that tax transparency enhances compliance and diminishes
opportunistic behavior when fiscal information is perceived as credible and
accessible (Tuinsma et al., 2025). However, other research suggests that the
effects of governance mechanisms on fraud-related outcomes tend to be mixed
or not statistically significant, especially in contexts with low enforcement and
symbolic compliance (Klein, 2002; Othman et al., 2015). This discrepancy
hints at inconsistency in the actionability of governance tools across different
contexts and populations.

This study is theoretically grounded in the Fraud Triangle and Fraud Dia-
mond theories, which articulate fraud as emanating from pressure, opportunity,

rationalization, and capability (Albrecht, 2012; Wolfe and Hermanson, 2004).
These approaches highlight that fraud drivers are behavioral and situational,
operating against institutional structures rather than in isolation. This concept
of deterrence is reinforced by deterrence theory, which posits that credible
oversight and punishment increase the perceived risk of detection and limit
fraudulent behavior (Becker, 1968). Furthermore, institutional and stakeholder
theories argue that transparency, taxation legitimacy, and audit oversight in-
fluence trust and compliance by signaling accountability and conformity to
social norms.

However, the literature reveals gaps and inconsistencies. While some
research documents that a high-quality audit committee significantly mitigates
fraud and enhances reporting quality (Abbott et al., 2004; DeZoort and Pollard,
2023), other studies are inconclusive or find no effects when the commit-
tee lacks substantive independence or expertise (Klein, 2002; Rezaee, 2004).
Similarly, tax transparency has been found to increase compliance and trust
(Gallemore et al., 2014), but recent research indicates that its effects can be
dampened or uneven when transparency actions are perceived as ceremonial
or weakly enforced (Tuinsma et al., 2025). There is no clear consensus in
environmental tax research regarding compliance outcomes: some find “no”
to “mixed” results, suggesting that voluntary compliance can be driven by
moral or sustainability norms (Koessler et al., 2019; OECD, 2024; Torgler,
2007), while others point to resistance or skepticism directly related to gover-
nance credibility. These emergent and sometimes divergent findings highlight
the need to integrate behavioral fraud theory, taxation governance, and audit
oversight in a unified framework.

To fill this gap, we test the direct and indirect effects of fraud drivers
on anti-fraud intention via tax transparency perception and environmental
tax compliance orientation, while accounting for the moderating role of au-
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dit committee strength. Drawing on a cross-country and cross-group design
within ASEAN economies, this study contributes by: (i) applying behavioral
fraud theory to fiscal and environmental governance; (ii) addressing conflicting
prior findings through mediation and moderation analysis; and (iii) offering
implications for policy makers, audit committees, and educators interested
in enhancing fraud deterrence and tax legitimacy. The results can inform
corporate governance reforms, improvements in audit oversight practices, and
sustainable tax policy alternatives.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents
the literature review and hypotheses. Section 3 describes the research de-
sign, sample, measurement instruments, and data analysis. Section 4 reports
the empirical findings. Section 5 discusses implications and concludes with
limitations and directions for future research.

2 Literature Review
2.1 Theoretical foundation

The Fraud Triangle and Fraud Diamond theories are the mainstays of
fraud theory research. These theories address fraudulent behaviours through
pressure, opportunity, rationalisation, and capability (Preacher and Hayes,
2008a). Factors such as transparency, the tax system, and audit supervision,
which are influenced by institutional governance, are the reason for these
behaviours. According to deterrence theory, if monetary systems are transpar-
ent and monitoring is credible, then the incentive to engage in fraud will be
reduced because the risk of being detected will be increased (Becker, 1968).
Theories of governance and institutional theory argue that transparency of
tax and legitimacy of governance increase institutional trust and voluntary
compliance, especially in public sector and environmental accounting settings.

2.2 Fraud drivers and anti-fraud outcomes
The Fraud Diamond theory explains that the combination of pressure, op-

portunity, rationalization, and capability serves to reduce ethical inhibition and
enhance tolerance for wrongdoing (Wolfe and Hermanson, 2004). Empirical
evidence reveals that a high-pressure and low control environment inhibits
the willingness to counteract or report fraudulent behavior, leading to lower
anti-fraud intention (Albrecht, 2012; Preacher and Hayes, 2008a). According
to deterrence theory, if the perception of being caught is low, then resistance
to engage in fraud behavior will also be low (Becker, 1968). Yet, ethical
decision-making research suggests that professional norms and moral intensity
can offset situational motivators, especially for more educated participants
(Rezaee, 2004). This tension suggests that the drivers of fraud have a net
negative and context-specific impact on anti-fraud outcomes.
• H1: Fraud diamond drivers have a negative relationship with anti-fraud

intention and perceived fraud deterrence.

2.3 Fraud drivers, tax transparency, and environmental tax ori-
entation

Tax is seen as a governance mechanism that signals accountability and
legitimacy through an institutional theory perspective. This signal is muddied
by strong fraud drivers, which create a perception of misuse and opacity in tax
systems (Gallemore, 2019; Gallemore et al., 2014). Previous works indicate

that poor governance and the acceptance of non-compliance lower perceptions
of tax transparency and undermine tax morale, which may be associated with
taxpayers’ support for environmental taxation (?Torgler, 2007). Transparency
serves as a trust-building tool that converts institutional integrity into compliant
behaviors (Rezaee, 2004). In contrast, formal programmes for transparency
may persist despite fraud pressure, especially under mandatory disclosure
systems (Tuinsma et al., 2025). Implicit in these contrasting perspectives are
indirect routes through which fraud drivers impact anti-fraud outcomes via
fiscal perceptions.
• H2: Fraud diamond drivers are negatively related to tax transparency per-

ception.
• H3: Fraud diamond drivers are inversely related to environmental tax com-

pliance orientation.
• H4: Tax transparency perception mediates the relationship between fraud

diamond drivers and anti-fraud intention.
• H5: Environmental tax compliance orientation mediates the relationship

between fraud diamond drivers and anti-fraud intention.

2.4 Moderating role of audit committee strength
Agency theory highlights the audit committee’s importance in reducing

information asymmetry and monitoring management. Strong audit committees
may mitigate rationalization and opportunity by improving internal control
and oversight effectiveness (Abbott et al., 2004; Klein, 2002). Governance
studies also show that audit committee expertise and independence can rein-
force reporting credibility and discourage opportunism (DeZoort and Pollard,
2023). In deterrence terms, competent monitoring strengthens detection risk
and attenuates fraud motives. However, audit committees may exist more in
form than in substance, where independence or expertise is superficial and
operates symbolically, thus diminishing moderation power (Rezaee, 2004).
• H6: Audit committee strength diminishes the negative association of fraud

diamond drivers with anti-fraud intention.
• H7: Audit committee strength attenuates the negative association between

fraud diamond drivers and tax transparency perception.

2.5 Research framework
This study integrates fraud drivers, taxation governance, and audit over-

sight. Fraud drivers influence anti-fraud intention directly and indirectly via
tax transparency and environmental tax orientation, while audit committee
strength moderates key relationships. This multilevel governance framework
explains how institutional powers and fiscal credibility complement each other
to mitigate fraud motivations in developing countries.

2.6 Hypothesis development
Based on the theoretical foundation and literature review, this study pro-

poses a research model linking fraud drivers, tax transparency perception,
environmental tax compliance orientation, and anti-fraud intention, with audit
committee strength as a moderating variable. The hypotheses form a cohesive
framework for empirical testing, allowing analysis of direct effects (H1–H3),
indirect effects (H4–H5), and boundary conditions imposed by governance
quality (H6–H7).
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Figure 1. Conceptual Framework Model

Note: ACS denotes audit committee strength; FD represents fraud diamond components; TTP refers to tax transparency perception; ETCO indicates environmental tax
compliance orientation; AFI denotes anti-fraud intention. Solid arrows indicate hypothesized relationships.

3 Methods Innovation

3.1 Research design
This study employs a quantitative cross-sectional survey design based on

behavioral governance research (Hair et al., 2019). Perception-based surveys
are suitable for fraud research as fraudulent acts are usually unobservable,
and attitudes and intentions may better reflect their existence (Rezaee, 2004).
The inclusion of tax and audit governance variables aligns with prior work
on institutional and behavioral interactions in fraud prevention (Hassan et al.,
2023; Othman et al., 2015).

3.2 Research object and sample
The research investigates the experiences of professionals working in pub-

lic sector and environmental accounting contexts. Respondents were drawn
from Malaysia, Brunei Darussalam, Thailand, and Indonesia. The sample
includes lay individuals, students, academics, and accounting/auditing prac-
titioners. Data were collected using snowball sampling via online platforms
(Abbott et al., 2004)A. Demographics are presented in Appendix A.

3.3 Variable instruments
All constructs were measured using 5-point Likert-scale items adopted

from prior literature. Fraud diamond drivers were specified formatively, while
tax transparency perception, environmental tax compliance orientation, and
anti-fraud intention were measured reflectively (Koessler et al., 2019; Hair

et al., 2019; Albrecht, 2012). Conceptual equivalence across countries was
assessed through content validity procedures. Full scales and sources are
provided in Appendix B.

3.4 Data analysis
Hypotheses were tested using PLS-SEM, suitable for complex models

with mediation and moderation, mixed indicator specifications, and non-
normal data (Hair et al., 2019). The analysis assessed the measurement model
first, then the structural model. Bootstrapping with 5,000 resamples was used
to test significance and robustness (Preacher and Hayes, 2008b).

4 Results and Discussion

4.1 Measurement model assessment
All constructs were operationalized as single measures or composite

scores prior to estimation, yielding outer loadings of 1.000. For single-item
constructs and interaction terms, reliability is treated as given (Hair et al.,
2019). Using means as composite indicators for ACS, TTP, ETCO, AFI,
and FD is consistent with PLS-SEM guidance when validated scales are ag-
gregated before analysis (Hair et al., 2019). Traditional reliability statistics
are not applicable for formative or single/composite measures. Discriminant
validity via HTMT is not reported because the model does not include higher-
order reflective multi-item constructs; validity is addressed through theoretical
specification (?).

Table 1. Outer Loadings and Indicator Reliability

Construct Indicator Outer Loading

ACS ACS Composite 1.000
AFI AFI 1.000
TTP TTP Composite 1.000
ETCO ETCO Composite 1.000
FD FD Composite 1.000
Control Age / Education / Country 1.000
Interaction ACS × FD 1.000

Table 2. Collinearity Assessment (VIF)

Endogenous Predictor Inner VIF

AFI ACS / FD / Interaction 1.014–1.028
AFI Control (Age/Edu/Country) 1.015–1.026
TTP ACS / FD / Interaction 1.003–1.012

Note: VIF < 3.3 indicates no multicollinearity concerns.
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Table 3. Coefficient of Determination (R2) and Predictive Relevance (Q2)

Endogenous Construct R2 R2 Adjusted Q2

AFI 0.016 0.003 −0.002
TTP 0.005 0.000 −0.005
ETCO 0.000 −0.001 −0.001

Table 4. Direct Effects and Hypothesis Testing Results

Path β t-value p-value Decision

ACS → AFI 0.046 1.081 0.280 Not supported
ACS → TTP 0.030 0.696 0.486 Not supported
FD → AFI −0.010 0.259 0.796 Not supported
FD → TTP −0.001 0.024 0.981 Not supported
ACS × FD → AFI 0.027 0.656 0.512 Not supported

Education Level → AFI −0.087 2.113 0.035 Supported

Note: β = standardized path coefficient; p < 0.05 indicates significance.

4.2 Mediation effects

Table 5 reports the indirect effects and mediating roles of tax transparency
perception (TTP) and environmental tax compliance orientation (ETCO). All
indirect path coefficients are negligible (|β | ≤ 0.002), with t-values below 1.96
and p-values exceeding 0.05. All bias-corrected confidence intervals include
zero, indicating the absence of statistically significant mediation effects.

Table 6 compares direct, indirect, and total effects. Indirect effects are
uniformly small and non-significant, and total effects do not differ meaning-
fully from direct effects. These results confirm that neither partial nor full
mediation is supported.

Table 7 presents the f 2 effect sizes. All values are below 0.02, indi-
cating small effects. The strongest relationship is Education Level → AFI
( f 2 = 0.008), which remains substantively weak.

Table 5. Specific Indirect Effects

Indirect path β t p 95% CI (BC) Result

ACS → TTP → AFI −0.001 0.354 0.723 [−0.012; 0.002] Not significant
FD → ETCO → AFI −0.001 0.267 0.790 [−0.010; 0.002] Not significant
FD → TTP → AFI 0.000 0.015 0.988 [−0.004; 0.005] Not significant
ACS × FD → TTP → AFI −0.002 0.602 0.547 [−0.014; 0.002] Not significant

Note: β = standardized indirect effect; BC = bias-corrected confidence interval.

Table 6. Total Effects and Mediation Type

Relationship Direct β Indirect β Total β Mediation

FD → AFI −0.010 −0.001 −0.010 No mediation
ACS → AFI 0.046 −0.001 0.045 No mediation
ACS × FD → AFI 0.027 −0.002 0.025 No mediation

Table 7. Effect Size ( f 2)

Structural path f 2

FD → AFI 0.000
TTP → AFI 0.001
ETCO → AFI 0.001
ACS → AFI 0.002
Education Level → AFI 0.008
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Figure 2. Measurement Model (Outer Model) Analysis from SmartPLS

Figure 3. Structural Model (Inner Model) Path Coefficients

4.3 Moderation and multi-group analysis
The integrated results of the moderation analysis, simple slope test, and

multi-group analysis are presented in Table 8. Overall, the moderation analysis
indicates that audit committee strength does not serve as a significant modera-
tor in the relationships between fraud diamond components and both anti-fraud
intention and tax transparency perception. Although the estimated interaction
coefficients are positive, their effects are not statistically significant, suggesting
that stronger audit committees alone are insufficient to alter perceptions of
fraud-related behavior.

This finding is further supported by the results of the simple slope anal-
ysis. Comparisons between high and low levels of audit committee strength
reveal no significant differences in the associations between fraud drivers and

either anti-fraud intention or tax transparency perception. This implies that
variations in audit committee strength do not amplify or weaken the underlying
behavioral mechanisms related to fraud awareness.

Moreover, the results of the multi-group analysis demonstrate a high
degree of structural stability across different respondent categories, including
public participants, students, and professionals. Similarly, no substantial struc-
tural differences are observed across the ASEAN countries examined. This
consistent pattern suggests that the relatively low explanatory power of the
model cannot be attributed to institutional, demographic, or national varia-
tions. Taken together, the findings indicate that audit committee strength does
not function as an effective boundary condition in mitigating fraud-related
behavioral perceptions within the studied context.
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Table 8. Moderation effects

Analysis type Path / Comparison β (O) t p 95% CI (BC) Result

Moderation ACS × FD → AFI 0.027 0.656 0.512 [−0.057; 0.103] Not supported
Moderation ACS × FD → TTP 0.064 1.603 0.109 [−0.008; 0.145] Not supported
Simple slope FD → AFI (High vs Low ACS) — — — — Weak, non-significant
Simple slope FD → TTP (High vs Low ACS) — — — — Weak, non-significant
MGA (Group) Public vs Students — — — — No difference
MGA (Group) Public vs Professionals — — — — No difference
MGA (Group) Students vs Professionals — — — — No difference
MGA (Country) Indonesia vs Malaysia — — — — No difference
MGA (Country) Indonesia vs Thailand — — — — No difference
MGA (Country) Indonesia vs Brunei — — — — No difference

Note: ACS = audit committee strength; FD = fraud diamond; AFI = anti-fraud intention; TTP = tax transparency perception; BC = bias-corrected confidence interval; MGA =
multi-group analysis.

4.4 Discussion

The present study has two aims. Firstly, it seeks to investigate whether
diamond drivers have a direct influence on anti-fraud intention, or whether
this influence is indirect. The latter option would be through perceived tax
transparency and environmental tax compliance orientation. Secondly, it will
take into account the moderating effect of audit committee strength. The data
demonstrate that the majority of direct, indirect and moderation effects are not
statistically significant, which contradicts predictions based on fraud behaviour
theory. Recent fraud perception literature suggests that fraud awareness does
not necessarily lead to action, particularly in public sector and tax-related
contexts. In these areas, responsibility is shared among many individuals and
accountability is more collective than individual (Hassan et al., 2023; Othman
et al., 2015; Rezaee, 2004). This can make people more aware of the risks
involved, but this doesn’t always lead to people actually taking action. People
who have been asked about this sometimes say that they don’t have much
say in situations where the organisation they work for is doing something
dishonest.

Ultimately, the negligible correlation between fraud diamond drivers and
anti-fraud intention calls into question the causal logic inherent in traditional
fraud theory, which posits that behavioural drivers directly result in outcomes.
The findings are in line with the criticisms of the fraud triangle and fraud
diamond models. The models do not describe how people react to fraud pre-
vention. Instead, they simply describe the conditions or ways a fraud may
occur (Albrecht et al., 2015; Preacher and Hayes, 2008a; Pincus, 1989). In
contexts involving perception-based surveys, respondents might perceive con-
cepts like fraud pressure, opportunity, rationalisation and ability as abstract
constructs at the organisational level. This is in contrast to the individual
context of decision-making. Thus, factors directly related to the commission
of fraud are no longer as relevant. This is because the dependent construc-
tion is a measure of intention rather than behaviour. This is consistent with
previous contentions. These have claimed that theories of fraud ought to be
supplemented by institutional or moral constructs. This is in order to explain
preventative motivation (Rezaee, 2004).

It is also implied that corporate governance-related perceptions alone may
not be enough to mediate the impact of fraud drivers on anti-fraud intentions,
since there is a lack of similar mediation effects via tax transparency percep-
tion and environmental tax compliance orientation. Transparency measures
are often more symbolic of legitimacy than directly influencing behaviour,
especially in new and developing institutional environments (Gallemore and
Jacob, 2025; Gallemore, 2019; Kirchler et al., 2008). Tax transparency state-
ments may be viewed by respondents as being too technical or unrealistic, and
therefore not motivational. When it comes to environmental taxation, people
are more likely to comply if they believe in moral standards, the influence
of society, and trust in institutions, rather than if they think there is a risk of
fraud which would explain why these mediating effects are weak in this paper
(Deleidi et al., 2020; Glass and Newig, 2019; Hanlon and Heitzman, 2022).

The Audit Committee appears to have limited influence on perceptions of
fraud. Although audit committees are widely recognised as key governance
mechanisms, their effectiveness depends on visibility, power, and perceived
independence (Albrecht, 2012; DeZoort and Pollard, 2023; Klein, 2002). Indi-
viduals may not be sufficiently exposed to the operations of audit committees
in samples of public perceptions from multiple countries, such as the one used
in this study, so that this governance mechanism has low salience. Therefore,
the ways in which fraud drivers affect transparency perceptions or anti-fraud

intentions are not significantly impacted by AC strength. The institutional
theory of claims is supported by this, which states that formal governance
structures will not directly lead to perceived legitimacy without enforcement
credibility and public communication Rezaee (2004).

The lack of difference observed across countries and various respon-
dent groups provides further evidence that small effects are structural rather
than sample-based. When compared with other groups of undergraduates in
ASEAN, the results for tax and governance fraud are strikingly similar, sug-
gesting a consistent public opinion. It has been suggested that the regulation
increases auditors’ local liability risk, but I can find no evidence to support this.
The findings of this investigation are consistent with those of other studies
that have indicated a link between globalisation and the implementation of
uniform audit standards worldwide, as well as a consistent digital reporting
framework. This system is considered to minimise differences in reporting
practices worldwide (Gallemore and Jacob, 2025; Tuinsma et al., 2025). The
null findings do not detract from this study’s contribution; instead, they have
important theoretical significance. Consequently, the resolution of tax and
environmental finance fraud can be accomplished through the implementa-
tion of conventional governance processes. However, more support may be
needed, especially as the situation is still developing. To improve support, it is
recommended that behavioural, cultural, and enforcement-based policies be
employed. .

5 Conclusion
This study examined fraud diamond drivers, tax transparency perception,

environmental tax compliance orientation, and audit committee strength in
explaining anti-fraud intention in ASEAN contexts. Results indicate that fraud
drivers, governance perceptions, and audit oversight do not exert statistically
significant direct, mediating, or moderating effects on anti-fraud intention.

Implications
This study highlights the limited explanatory power of fraud drivers and

formal governance mechanisms in perception-based public taxation contexts.
Enforcement credibility, ethical leadership, public engagement, and trust-
building initiatives may be necessary to translate transparency and oversight
into effective anti-fraud outcomes.

Limitations and Future Research
This study is limited by its cross-sectional design and reliance on

perception-based measures. Future research should adopt longitudinal or
experimental designs and incorporate institutional trust, enforcement strength,
cultural values, and moral identity.

Ethical and Transparency Statements
Ethical approval and consent. The study was conducted in accordance

with generally accepted research ethics standards. Ethical clearance was ob-
tained prior to data collection, and all participants provided informed consent.

Data and code availability. The data and analytical procedures support-
ing the findings are available from the corresponding author upon reasonable
request.

Declaration of AI use. Generative artificial intelligence tools were used
exclusively for language editing and grammatical refinement. All data process-
ing, statistical analyses, and empirical interpretations were conducted by the
authors without the use of AI-based analytical or decision-making systems.
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Appendix A. Sample Profile and Demographic Characteristics

Table 9. Sample Profile and Demographic Characteristics (N = 600)

No Variable Category Code n %

A. Country of Respondents
1 Country Indonesia ID 150 25
2 Malaysia MY 150 25
3 Brunei Darussalam BN 150 25
4 Thailand TH 150 25

Total 600 100

B. Education Level
5 Education Senior High School (SMA/SMK) EDU1 72 12
6 Diploma (D3) EDU2 78 13
7 Bachelor’s Degree (S1) EDU3 270 45
8 Master’s Degree (S2) EDU4 150 25
9 Doctoral Degree (S3) EDU5 30 5

Total 600 100

C. Age Group
10 Age 18–24 years AGE1 168 28
11 25–34 years AGE2 204 34
12 35–44 years AGE3 126 21
13 45–54 years AGE4 72 12
14 ≥ 55 years AGE5 30 5

Total 600 100

D. Occupation
15 Occupation Student (Accounting) OCC1 180 30
16 Academic (Lecturer/Researcher) OCC2 108 18
17 Auditor / Internal Auditor OCC3 72 12
18 Accountant / Finance Staff OCC4 72 12
19 Government Employee OCC5 78 13
20 Private Employee OCC6 60 10
21 SME / Entrepreneur OCC7 24 4
22 Others OCC8 6 1

Total 600 100

E. Tax Experience
23 Filing Status Ever filed tax return (Yes) TAXEXP1 438 73
24 Ever filed tax return (No) TAXEXP2 162 27

Total 600 100

25 Experience (Yrs) 0–1 years TAXYR1 132 22
26 2–5 years TAXYR2 216 36
27 6–10 years TAXYR3 162 27
28 > 10 years TAXYR4 90 15

Total 600 100

F. Environmental Accounting Exposure
29 Training Attended course/training (Yes) ENVEXP1 246 41
30 Attended course/training (No) ENVEXP2 354 59

Total 600 100

Appendix B. Measurement Items and Construct Operationalization

Table 10. Measurement Items and Sources

No Variable Abbr. Code Measurement Item Source

A. Fraud Diamond Drivers (FD – Formative)

Continued on the next page.

Jurnal Inovasi Pajak Indonesia (JIPI) © 2025 by Inovasi Analisis Data is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-
ShareAlike 4.0 International License. 89



Jurnal Inovasi Pajak Indonesia (JIPI), Vol. 2, No. 2, 2025

Table 10 continued.

No Variable Abbr. Code Measurement Item Source

1 Fraud Diamond Drivers FD FD1 Financial pressure increases individuals’ tolerance toward
fraudulent behavior.

Wolfe & Hermanson (2004)

2 FD2 Unrealistic performance targets encourage manipulation
or fraud.

Albrecht et al. (2012)

3 FD3 Lifestyle and social status pressures motivate fraudulent
actions.

Moyes et al. (2006)

4 FD4 Weak internal controls create opportunities for fraud to
occur undetected.

COSO (2013); Othman et al.
(2015)

5 FD5 Weak governance oversight increases fraud opportunities. Abbott et al. (2004)
6 FD6 Information system weaknesses facilitate fraud conceal-

ment.
Hassan et al. (2025)

7 FD7 Fraud is justified when it becomes a common practice in
organizations.

Albrecht et al. (2012)

8 FD8 Fraud can be rationalized for organizational or social
benefits.

Pincus (1989)

9 FD9 Individuals with authority and expertise are more capable
of committing fraud.

Wolfe & Hermanson (2004)

B. Tax Transparency Perception (TTP – Reflective)
10 Tax Transparency Perception TTP TTP1 Tax information is disclosed clearly and understandably

to the public.
Gallemore et al. (2014)

11 TTP2 I can trace how tax revenues are allocated to public pro-
grams.

Tuinsma et al. (2025)

12 TTP3 Government tax reporting reflects strong accountability. Rezaee (2004)
13 TTP4 Audit results related to tax usage are publicly accessible. Othman et al. (2015)
14 TTP5 Transparency of environmental tax spending reduces per-

ceived fraud risk.
Rahman & Anwar (2014)

15 TTP6 Transparent tax reporting increases my trust in public
institutions.

Rezaee (2004)

C. Environmental Tax Compliance Orientation (ETCO – Reflective)
16 Environmental Tax Compli-

ance
ETCO ETCO1 Paying taxes is a moral responsibility. Torgler (2007)

17 ETCO2 Compliance increases when tax systems are fair and eq-
uitable.

Kirchler et al. (2008)

18 ETCO3 Environmental taxes encourage responsible environmen-
tal behavior.

OECD (2019)

19 ETCO4 I intend to comply with tax regulations accurately and
timely.

Ajzen (1991)

20 ETCO5 Tax evasion undermines environmental and public wel-
fare programs.

Hanlon & Heitzman (2010)

21 ETCO6 People around me support honest tax compliance. Torgler (2007)

D. Audit Committee Strength (ACS – Reflective)
22 Audit Committee Strength ACS ACS1 The audit committee is independent from management

influence.
Klein (2002)

23 ACS2 Audit committee members possess sufficient financial
expertise.

Abbott et al. (2004)

24 ACS3 The audit committee meets regularly to address risk is-
sues.

DeZoort et al. (2002)

25 ACS4 The audit committee actively oversees internal control
effectiveness.

COSO (2013)

26 ACS5 The audit committee supports fraud reporting mecha-
nisms.

Othman et al. (2015)

27 ACS6 Audit findings are followed up effectively. Rezaee (2004)

E. Anti-Fraud Intention (AFI – Reflective)
28 Anti-Fraud Intention AFI AFI1 I am willing to report suspected fraud if detected. Near & Miceli (1995)
29 AFI2 I support strengthening internal controls to prevent fraud. Othman et al. (2015)
30 AFI3 Forensic accounting should be used to investigate fraud

cases.
Albrecht et al. (2012)

31 AFI4 Fraud should not be tolerated under any circumstances. Rezaee (2004)
32 AFI5 Anti-fraud efforts increase my trust in public institutions. Rezaee (2004)

Continued on the next page.
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Table 10 continued.

No Variable Abbr. Code Measurement Item Source

33 AFI6 Fraud in environmental tax programs must be strictly
sanctioned.

OECD (2019)
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