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Abstract

Purpose — Government institutions in Indonesia have implemented an integrity system as a strategy to
prevent fraud and corruption by integrating the risk management and organizational ethics. This integration
is important to increase the awareness of fraud in the organization. Based on self-determination theory, this
study examines the mediating effect of fraud awareness on risk management and integrity systems.
Design/methodology/approach — The study was carried out by using a quantitative approach. The
participants of the survey were auditors of the inspectorate of Ministries and Government Agencies in Indonesia.
The number of respondents was 103 auditors. The hypothesis testing method used the partial least squares
structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) approach. The data were processed by using WarpPls 7.0 software.
Findings — There are two main results in this study. First, risk management directly affect the integrity of the
system. Second, fraud awareness mediates the relationship between risk management and integrity systems.

Practical implications — The result of this study implicates the policymakers in Ministries and Government
Agencies in Indonesia to increase organizational fraud awareness through the involvement of internal audits with
risk management. The fraud awareness will greatly improve the performance of the integrity system.

Originality/value — This is the first study examined fraud awareness of integrity systems and risk
management. This study can enrich the literature on internal audits, especially the duties of auditors with risk
management.
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Introduction

Indonesia as a developing country is also still facing problems related to fraud and
corruption. This can be seen from the Corruption Perception Index (CPI) of Indonesia which
is still low compared to other ASEAN countries. Based on the data released by
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Transparency International (2021), Indonesia’s CPI for the last 5 years has not experienced a
significant increase. Compared with Singapore and Malaysia, Indonesia’s ranking is still
below those two countries.

Encouraging the creation of integrity is an important element in the innovation process
of government in almost all countries in the world (Siddiquee, 2010; Johari et al., 2020).
Indonesia has attempted to carry out bureaucratic reform since 1998 (Haning, 2018).
According to Lukito (2016), Indonesia has built compliance with anti-corruption by
implementing a national integrity system following Law Number 31 of 1999 and had been
amended by Law Number 20 of 2001. According to this law, government and private
institutions must together build a national integrity system in various forms and levels.

This study aims to examine the mediating effect of fraud awareness on the relationship
between risk management and the integrity system. According to Huberts (2018), integrity is
the consistency and coherence between behavior and the prevailing norms or values in an
organization. He also said that integrity can be analogous to someone who acts professionally
in carrying out his duties carefully and responsibly. From an organizational perspective,
integrity can become a system if the behavior of individuals is in accordance with the
standards and rules that apply in an organization (Bauman, 2013; Breakey ef al., 2015).

Molina (2016) and Zahari et al. (2021) explain that there are two integrity problems that
must be monitored by organizations: integrity violations and integrity risks. Integrity
violations are actions by members of an organization that impair their ability to act in a way
that is consistent with their goals and values. Meanwhile, integrity risk is a condition and
behavior that increases an organization’s vulnerability to integrity violations (Molina, 2016).
Further, he explained the risk of the integrity of the system can be managed properly by
involving identification, monitoring and even if it is possible, eliminating the risk factors.

Risk management correlates with organizational integrity and ethical standards (Khalid
et al., 2016; Joseph et al., 2018). Hart (2016) said that the integration of risk management and
organizational ethics is an important part of the integrity system in overcoming the
occurrence of fraud. The case of fraud that is still often faced by government organizations
in Indonesia is corruption. Indonesia as a developing country faces the problem of
corruption (Lukito, 2016). Several cases of corruption still occur in Indonesia. The corruption
case against the Covid-19 social assistance fund cost the state IDR 14.59 billion. In addition,
there were also cases of fraud in the financial management of investment funds during the
2012-2019 period which caused a loss of IDR 2.78 trillion (Surya, 2021). As the various cases
of corruption and fraud still occur, there is a question on how high the level of integrity is in
government organizations to make public trust increase (Johari et al., 2020).

Zanzig and Flesher (2011) stated that fraud awareness affects a person’s integrity.
Individuals who have a high level of fraud awareness can prevent individuals with low
integrity from committing fraud. To increase organizational fraud awareness requires risk
management support (Iyer and Samociuk, 2006; Siregar and Tenoyo, 2015; Chowdhury and
Shil, 2019). This argument is reinforced by self-determination theory which states that
individuals who feel that there are more people internalizing and integrating the values and
norms prevailing in the organization into their actions, will encourage the individual to
conform to the prevailing values and norms.

Fraud awareness is awareness about the importance of fraud prevention efforts by all
stakeholders in the organization (Yuniarti, 2017). A high level of fraud awareness can raise
awareness of all elements in the organization to exercise control over fraud through every
policy and rule that applies within the organization (Viton, 2003; Murphy and Dacin, 2011;
Zanzig and Flesher, 2011; Hodge and Carla Hodge, 2012; Mat et al., 2013; Eutsler et al.,
Nickell and Robb, 2016; Yuniarti, 2017; Abdullahi and Mansor, 2018).



There are three main contributions of this study. First, it contributes to supporting self-
determination theory to increase organizational awareness of fraud. The second
contribution to the literature showing that risk management affects integrity system. The
third contribution is for government organizations to improve the integrity system through
risk management and fraud awareness.

The second part of this section describes the integrity initiatives carried out by
Indonesia. The third section describes the literature review and hypothesis. The fourth
section describes the methodology. The last section will explain the results and conclusions.

Integrity initiatives by Indonesia government

Fraud and corruption are serious problems faced by every public sector organization in
almost all countries in the world (DuHadway et al., 2019; Paterson et al., 2019; Mackey and
Cuomo, 2020). One way to overcome the problem of corruption is by building an integrity
system because corruption is a problem involving individual behavior in organizations
(Head, 2012; Six and Lawton, 2013; Rosli et al., 2015; Said et al., 2016; Molina, 2018; Johari
et al., 2020). Apart from being a way to fight corruption, several studies have found that an
integrity system can improve governance processes, transparency and accountability to the
public (Aziz et al., 2015; Said et al., 2016; Alam et al., 2019).

In the context of bureaucratic reform, the government had issued Presidential Regulation
(Peraturan Presiden (PERPRES)) Number 81 of 2010 concerning the grand design of
bureaucratic reform regulating the implementation of the bureaucratic reform program
(Tiwisia et al, 2020). Based on PERPRES, there are 3 targets to be achieved by the
regulation. First, capacity enhancement and organizational accountability. Second, a clean
government and free from corruption, collusion and nepotism. Lastly is the improvement of
services to the public. To accelerate the achievement of the targets set, the Indonesian
government issued Regulation of the Minister for Empowerment of State Apparatus and
Bureaucratic Reform Number 52 of 2014 and later it was updated with Regulation Number
10 of 2019 concerning guidelines for the development of integrity zone towards areas free
from corruption and clean bureaucratic area and serving in the environment of government
agencies.

The regulation is a reference for government institutions and other stakeholders in
building an integrity zone towards a corruption-free area (wilayah bebas dari korupsi (WBK))
and a clean bureaucratic service area (wilayah birokrasi bersih melayani (WBBM)),
(PermenPAN-RB No 10, 2019). The regulation explains that the zone of integrity (ZI) is a
predicate given to government agencies whose leaders and staff are committed to realizing
WBK/WBBM through bureaucratic reform, especially in terms of preventing corruption and
improving the quality of public services. This can be achieved if a work unit/region fulfills
most of the change management, management arrangements, human resource management
(HR), strengthening supervision and performance accountability.

In Indonesia, the involvement of an internal auditor with risk management is regulated
in Government Regulation (Peraturan Pemerintah (PP)) No 60 of 2008, one of the duties of
the government’s internal auditor is to provide early warning and increase the effectiveness
of risk management (Kuntadi, 2019). This role is further strengthened in the context of
integrity system, namely reducing the risk of failure caused by the possibility of resistance
to change. In addition, internal auditors identify and clarify if there are complaints against
maladministration in units that have received the WBK/WBBM predicate and encourage
and monitor the resolution of these maladministration complaints (PermenPAN-RB No 10,
2019).
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Indonesia as a developing country has succeeded in building a system that encourages
government organizations to prioritize integrity in implementing organizational
governance. This is evident from the increasing number of Ministries and institutions that
want to propose to get the WBK/WBMM predicate (Kemenpan RB, 2021). Although there
are still several cases related to integrity violations. This shows that the organization still
needs to improve the performance of the integrity system to prevent fraud and corruption.

Literature review and hypotheses development

Risk management and integrity system

Every organization, both private and public sector, faces risks that can obstruct the
achievement of the goals that have been set. There are many concepts about risk and it is
difficult to define (Ahmeti and Vladi, 2017). In simple terms, they explain that risk is an
individual’s perception or reaction to the unknown. According to Jackson (2013), fraud and
corruption are some of the risks that can threaten the achievement of organizational goals in
the public sector.

The risk management process according to Ahmeti and Vladi (2017) is a step-by-step
approach to identify, assess and respond to risks. Meanwhile, the definition of risk
management according to Chowdhury and Shil (2019) is a tool to help make the right
decisions in planning, policy development, project management and service delivery. This
can be achieved by providing a framework to assist management in identifying, analyzing,
evaluating, monitoring and communicating risks effectively.

Besides that, The Committee of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway Commission
(COSO) defines risk management as a process designed to identify potential events that may
affect the entity and manage risk under risk appetite and provide reasonable assurance
concerning the achievement of the entity’s objectives (COSO, 2004). Risk management is
crucial for proper organizational governance because it includes strategic and operational
decision-making (Said et al, 2016). Risk management can be part of the strategic thinking
and ethical standards of an organization (Francis and Armstrong, 2003; Jondle et al., 2013;
Said et al., 2016)

Six and Lawton (2013) explained that the integrity system is an effort to manage
organizational ethics both within government administration including internal and
external audits such as external financial audits, ombudsman as well as police and justice
systems. They said that the integrity system can work effectively if there is an integration of
risk into a control mechanism. So that the higher the risk management performance in
determining control, the higher the integrity system performance. The results of the study
Said et al. (2016) found that risk management has no effect on integrity systems. In contrast
to the results of the study of Johari ef al. (2020), found that risk management has a positive
effect on integrity systems. Based on the mix results of the previous hypothesis testing, the
first hypothesis to be tested is:

HI. risk management has a positive effect on integrity system

Risk management and fraud awareness

Jackson (2013) said that if fraud and corruption in government institutions can be reduced it
will contribute to securing jobs in the public sector, improving the quality of public services
and providing value for money to the public as taxpayers. Therefore, according to
Chowdhury and Shil (2019), the process of reforming the public sector bureaucracy is needed
to create various changes in providing services to the community. The results of the



Chowdhury and Shil (2019) study found that risk management, fraud and corruption control
as well as internal audits can increase the effectiveness of bureaucratic reforms carried out.

Juillet ef al (2016) and Drogalas (2017) suggest that organizations need to improve their
internal audit function to detect fraud risks that may occur. This is further strengthened by
the results of the study by Chowdhury and Shil (2019) which found that the high
involvement of internal audit in risk management can minimize the occurrence of fraud and
corruption through risk identification, development and implementation as well as regular
reviews of various prevention and detection strategies. In fact, they found that the level of
individual awareness of fraud was higher when the audit committee monitored and implemented
fraud control strategies. This argument is supported by the results of studies in Indonesia
conducted by Siregar and Tenoyo (2015) and Ariyanto and Hariman (2020) which state that fraud
risk management can increase fraud awareness in both private and public organizations.
Therefore, the second hypothesis to be tested is:

H2. Risk management has a positive effect on fraud awareness

Fraud awareness and integrity system

According to Luhmann’s General System Theory, integrity can be divided into 3 parts,
namely personal integrity, moral integrity and organizational integrity (Govekar and Nelly
Trevinyo-Rodreguez, 2007). Furthermore, they explain that organization is a means through
which individuals communicate with society, so organizational integrity cannot be
separated from personal integrity because individuals must be aware and consistent with
their own principles with the organization so that both must be in line with the moral
standards of the organization. Thus, the integrity system can be concluded as the actions of
individuals in accordance with moral values and normal within an organization to improve
the quality of public services.

Fraud has the potential to occur in every organization, including the public sector.
Abdullahi and Mansor (2018) argue that fraud is a deliberate act that is illegal and benefits
certain parties but harms others. According to Law (2011), the cause of fraud is due to poor
organizational governance and accounting practices. Therefore, awareness of all employees
in an organization is needed to prevent fraud (Yuniarti, 2017; Shonhadji and Maulidi, 2021).

Yuniarti (2017) stated fraud awareness is an effort to increase awareness about the
importance of fraud prevention efforts with all parties involved in the organization.
Furthermore, she added that high fraud awareness is expected to raise awareness of all
elements in the organization to control fraud through every policy and rule applied within
the organization.

Zanzig and Flesher (2011) stated that fraud awareness has a positive effect on the level of
individual integrity. Individuals having high fraud awareness can prevent people with low
integrity from committing fraud or corruption. From the organizational point of view, integrity or
ethical behavior is not only in the sense of corruption or fraud but lies in the quality or behavioral
characteristics of individuals or organizations that act under moral values, standards and rules
accepted by the organizations (Ashari ef al, 2018; Alam et al, 2019). This is also supported by the
self-determination theory presented by (Deci and Ryan, 2000). They state that the more people
internalize and integrate social values and norms, the more their actions conform to the prevailing
values and norms. Therefore, it can be said that the higher the performance level of the
organization’s fraud awareness, the higher the integrity system will be. The third hypothesis is
as follows.

H3. Fraud awareness has a positive effect on integrity system
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Fraud awareness mediates the relationship between visk management and integrity system
Corruption is an important concern for most developing countries, including Indonesia (Prabowo
and Cooper, 2016). Bandaranayake (2014) states that preventing fraud and corruption is better
than improving the consequences it will cause. There is no one powerful way that can overcome
fraud and corruption that may occur (Bandaranayake, 2014; Abdullahi and Mansor, 2018; Peltier-
Rivest, 2018). One way that organizations can do to prevent corruption is to build an integrity
system (Head, 2012; Breakey et al.,, 2015; Zahari et al., 2021).

Organizational fraud awareness affects personal integrity so that it can prevent
individuals from committing fraud and corruption (Zanzig and Flesher, 2011; Ashari ef al,
2018). Zanzig and Flesher (2011) add that people who have a high level of fraud awareness
will act according to ethics.

Apart from being a tool for assessing risk profiles, Francis and Armstrong (2003) and
Jondle et al. (2013) can be used to assess the suitability of ethical standards that apply in the
organization. They also explained that the higher the involvement of risk management with
organizational rules and ethics, the higher the organization’s awareness of possible fraud
and corruption. Therefore, fraud awareness mediates the relationship between risk
management and the integrity system. The fourth hypothesis to be tested is:

H4. Fraud awareness mediates the relationship between risk management and integrity
system

Underpinning theory and framework

Rosli et al. (2015) and Said et al. (2016) stated that a good governance system places an
emphasis on achieving integrity. According to Molina (2018), the integrity system is a
component consisting of policies, actors and practices that can promote organizational
integrity, including compliance-based mechanisms, values and everyday informal practices
that contribute to the organizational climate.

From a sociological perspective, individual behavior will have an impact on group behavior
(Govekar and Nelly Trevinyo-Rodreguez, 2007). Likewise, the integrity of an organization will be
reflected in the behavior of the individuals in it. This study adopts self-determination theory (Deci
and Ryan, 2000). They explain that individuals in organizations will behave naturally and
spontaneously when they feel free to follow the prevailing values and norms. The more people
internalize and integrate socially agreed values and norms, the more they strive to internalize and
act in accordance with the values that exist within the organization.

To encourage more individuals in the organization to internalize the prevailing values and
norms, risk management is needed. As previously explained, risk management is needed as a tool
to assess the suitability between organizational values and individual behavior (Francis and
Armstrong, 2003; Jondle et al, 2013). The higher the application of risk management, the more
individuals who are aware of fraud, so the higher the fraud awareness, the higher the integrity
system in the organization. Therefore, self-determination theory can be used as a basis to explain
the influence of risk management on the integrity system through fraud awareness. The
conceptual framework of this study is shown in Figure 1.

Methodology

Sample selection

The sample of this study were ministries and non-ministerial government agencies. The two
types of organizations were sampled for the study because they have attempted to
implement an integrity system in accordance with the regulations set by the Ministry of



Administrative Reform (Kemenpan RB) in 2014. The total sample of ministries and
government institutions is 21, consisting of 12 ministries and 9 government agencies. non-
ministerial.

Data collection

Data collection was carried out by distributing questionnaires to inspectorate auditors in
ministries and government agencies from March to July 2021. Questionnaires were
distributed through a network of inspectorate auditors in each ministry and government
agency. Inspectorate auditors were chosen as respondents in this study because they are one
of the parts that play a role in building integrity systems in government organizations. The
data was obtained by applying the purposive sampling method.

Analysis

Demographic profiles

The demographic table of respondents is shown in Table 1 below. The total of respondents
were 103 auditors (51.5%) from 200 questionnaires distributed. Based on Table 1 above,
most of the respondents in this study were male at 64.1 %. The average age of respondents is
in the range of 3545 years as much as 51.5%. The highest level of education is bachelor’s as
much 52.4%.

Most of the respondents are inspectorate auditors in the ministry as much as 63.1%. The
position of most of the respondents is as a young auditor as much as 50.5% with the longest
working period between 1020 years as much as 46.6%. A total of 32% of respondents have
qualified internal auditor certification. Most of the respondents had attended only 7.8%
fraud training. However, there are also 67.9% of these respondents who have attended
training risk-based auditing.

Measurements

The instrument used was adopted from the previous study. The instrument was arranged to
measure respondents’ perceptions using a Likert scale of 1-5. Scale 1 indicates strongly
disagree, scale 2 disagree, scale 3 is neutral, scale 4 agree and scale 5 indicates strongly
agree.

Risk management measures the inspectorate auditors’ perception about how much the
organization where I perform the audit function considers risks in achieving organizational
goals. The higher the respondent’s answer score, the more my organization prioritizes risk
in achieving organizational goals. The instrument adopted and modified was an instrument
developed by Said et al. (2016).

Fraud awareness measures the auditor’s perception of the inspectorate about how big the
response of the organization where I do the audit function is in trying to overcome the occurrence
of fraud. The higher the score, the more proactive my organization is overcoming possible fraud.
The instrument used is an instrument developed by Ariyanto and Hariman (2020) with some
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Table 1.
Demographic table of
respondents

Variable N=103 (%)
Sex Male 66 64.1
Female 37 359
Age <35years 22 214
35 —45years 53 51.5
>45years 28 27.1
Education Bachelor 54 52.4
Master 46 44.7
Doctor 3 29
Agency Government Institution 38 36.9
Ministry 65 63.1
Position First Auditor 33 32
Young Auditor 52 50.5
Intermediate Auditor 18 175
Length of work <5years 18 176
5-10years 20 194
1020 years 48 46.6
>20 years 17 16.4
Certification Do not have IA Certification 26 252
Qualified Internal Auditor 33 32
Certified Internal Auditor 1 1
Certified Fraud Audit 1 1
Others 42 40.8
Training Never 5 49
Others 20 194
Fraud Audit 8 7.8
Risk-based Audit 70 67.9

modifications. They adopted instrument that has been developed from study conducted by
Siregar and Tenoyo (2015).

The integrity system measures the inspectorate auditor’s perception about how far
aspects of ethics and integrity become the basis for carrying out organizational activities in
the place I do the role as audit. The higher the score, the ethics and integrity will become the
basis for all aspects of the organization’s activities. The instrument was developed by (Said
et al., 2016). This instrument has been adopted in studies conducted by Alam et al. (2019)
and Johari et al. (2020).

To ensure the similarity of meaning between the original and distributed questionnaires,
the questionnaire was translated into Indonesian and later be retranslated into English to
ensure that the meaning of the questionnaire was the same as the original one. Before being
distributed, the researcher together with 3 inspectorate auditors asked for their opinion to
review the statements contained in the questionnaire so that the instruments used could be
easily understood. The instrument used had also passed the pilot study.

Data treatment

Researchers used skewness and kurtosis to test the normality of the data. Based on the two
tests, the data is not normally distributed. In addition, this study also conducted a bias test
on respondents’ answers. Podsakoff (2003) explains that if data is collected from one type of
source at almost the same time, it can cause common method bias (CMB) problems. To find
out if there is a CMB problem, the author applies Hermann’s one factor. The single factor



value using SPSS obtained a figure of 38.36%, smaller than 50%. This means that there is
no threat of CMB in this study.

Measurement model

Before testing the hypothesis, the researchers tested the validity and reliability of the
construct. The data was processed using Partial Least Square-Structural Equation Modeling
(PLS-SEM). According to Hair et al (2017), this method does not require the data to be
normally distributed and has been used in business science studies (Manley et al., 2020). The
data was processed using WarpPls 7.0 software. The value of the factor loading of each
construct is presented in Table 2 below.

According to Hair ef al (2017) there are 5 test components needed to assess the reflective
measurement model using PLS-SEM: factor loadings, composite reliability, Crobach’s alpha,
average variance extracted (AVE) and discriminant validity. According to them, a good
factor loading criterion value is > 0.5. From Table 2, there are two indicators that were
deleted in this study, they are IS2 and FAS. It is because the factor loading value is < 0.5.

Hair et al. (2020) said there are two ways to measure construct reliability, first, by using
Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability values. The rule of thumb for both criteria should
be > 0.7. According to them, Cronbach’s alpha is used as a more conservative item measure
and estimates the scale reliability of some items. In contrast to Cronbach’s alpha, composite
reliability pays more attention to the reliability of each item that is different from the indicator
variable. From Table 3 the value of Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability is > (.7.

Survey items Mean SD Factor Loading p-values
Risk Management

RM1 4.106 0.670 0.766 <0.001
RM2 3.82 0.746 0.701 <0.001
RM3 3.98 0.699 0.808 <0.001
RM4 413 0.626 0.891 <0.001
RM5 4.05 0.668 0.876 <0.001
Integrity System

IS1 399 0.773 0.567 <0.001
1S3 391 0.875 0.784 <0.001
IS4 3.66 0.891 0.832 <0.001
1S5 3.75 0.772 0.755 <0.001
1S6 364 0.838 0.818 <0.001
1S7 3.27 0.951 0.822 <0.001
IS8 3.83 0.701 0.761 <0.001
1S9 331 0.960 0.803 <0.001
IS10 355 0.871 0.806 <0.001
IS11 352 0.998 0.820 <0.001
IS12 349 0.938 0.817 <0.001
Fraud Awareness

FA1 4.14 0.809 0.596 <0.001
FA2 3.86 0.864 0.779 <0.001
FA3 3.66 0.900 0.818 <0.001
FA4 3.69 0.849 0.737 <0.001
FA5 392 0.788 0.781 <0.001
FA6 342 0.935 0.824 <0.001
FA7 3.39 0.963 0.816 <0.001
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Sekaran and Bougie (2016) state that construct validity is used to assess whether the
instrument used is under the theoretical basis used. There are two types of validity carried
out on the measurement scale, namely convergent validity and discriminant validity.
Convergent validity is the extent to which a measure is positively correlated with alternative
measures of the same construct. To assess convergent validity, the AVE value is used. The
rule of thumb value is > 0.5, which means that the average construct explains more than
half of the indicator variance Hair et al (2020). Table 3 shows that the AVE value is
already > 0.5.

Discriminant validity is used to assess whether the phenomenon captured by a construct
is unique and not represented by other constructs in a research model (Hair et al,, 2017).
They further said that discriminant validity could be evaluated by assessing cross-loading
between constructs using the Fornel-Larcker criterion. Based on the criterion, when the
square root of the AVE of a construct is greater than the correlation between the construct
and other constructs, it is valid. Based on Table 4, all the constructs tested in this study were
in accordance with the established criteria, so it can be concluded that the constructs have
passed the discriminant validity test.

In addition, table 4 also shows that organizational risk management is positively and
significantly correlated with the integrity system (» = 0.218; < 0.05). Risk management is
also an important variable in relation to increasing fraud awareness (» = 0.269; < 0.001).
Furthermore, fraud awareness is positively and significantly correlated with integrity
systems (» = 0.713; < 0.001).

Descriptive statistics
Table 5 illustrates the average score and standard deviation of all variables based on
respondents’ answers.

From the results of Table 5, the average score of respondents’ answers for the variables
of risk management, integrity system and fraud awareness is in the high category (agree).
The value of the standard deviation of the three variables is in the range of 0.55-0.68 which
is relatively small. This value means that the diversity of respondents’ answers is at a low
level.

The average score of respondents’ answers for the risk management variable is 4.02
(agree). This value means that the inspectorate auditors feel that their high involvement
with risk management is a source of innovation in ministries and institutions. The average

Cronbach’s alpha Composite reliability AVE
Risk Management 0.868 0.905 0.658
Table 3. Integrity System 0.929 0.940 0575
Convergent validity ~ Fraud Awareness 0.875 0.903 0.545
Risk management Integrity system Fraud awareness
Risk Management 0.811@
Integrity System 0.218%* 0.7584V)
Fraud Awareness 0.269%%* 0.713#%% 073819
Table 4.

Discriminant validity Notes: **p < 0.001; **p < 0.05




score of respondents’ answers for the integrity system variable is 3.63 (agree). This means
that the aspects of ethics and integrity are the basis for carrying out the activities of
government organizations. While the average score of respondents’ answers for the fraud
awareness variable is 3.73 (agree). This value means that government organizations are
proactive in dealing with fraud that may occur.

Structural model

There are two focuses of testing in this study. The first is to examine the effect of risk
management on the integrity system. The second is to examine indirect risk management on
integrity systems through fraud awareness. Figure 2 below presents a structural equation
modeling test model.

As can be seen in Figure 2, the value of the determinant coefficient (R%) of fraud
awareness is 0.14. This means that fraud awareness can be explained by risk management
only by 14%. While the value of the determinant coefficient (R integrity system is 0.53.
This means that the integrity of the system can be explained by the variation between risk
management and fraud awareness. Table 6 shows the direct and indirect effects for each
tested variable.

Table 6 provides an overview of the latent variable test results either directly (panel A
and B) or indirectly (panel C). Based on the mediation test model of Baron and Kenny (1986),
the first step is to test the direct effect and the test results must have a significant effect.

The second step is to test risk management as a mediating variable. Table 6 panels B and
C show the results of the structural model analysis. According to Hair et al (2017), there are
3 requirements for mediating effects that must be met. First, the path coefficient of the
independent variable to the dependent variable must be significant. Second, the path
coefficient of the independent variable on the intervening variable must be significant.

Constructs Mean SD Category
Risk Management (RM) 4.02 0.550 Agree
Integrity System (IS) 3.63 0.683 Agree
Fraud Awareness (FA) 3.73 0.671 Agree

Notes: (1) interval = (highest score-lowest score/number of scores) Interval = (5-1)/5 = 0.8 (2) criteria of the
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Table 5.

range respondents’ answers: 1.00 < a < 1.79: Strongly Disagree; 1.80 < a < 2.59: Disagree; 2.60 < a < 3.39: Results of descriptive

Neutral; 3.40 < @ < 4.19: Agree; 4.20 < a < 5.00: Strongly Agree
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Table 6.
Summary of the
structural model
analysis

Panel A B coefficient Probability Decision

Before including fraud awareness as the mediating variable

Direct effect

RM — IS 0.333 D < 0.001%%* Significant, HI is supported
Panel B B coefficient Probability Decision

After including fraud awareness as the mediating variable

RM — IS 0.078 0.210 Not significant

RM — FA 0.368 p < 0.001%%* Significant, H2 is supported
FA = IS 0.697 D < 0.001%%* Significant, H3 is supported
Panel C Indirect effect Probability Decision

RM —FA = 1S 0.256 D < 0.001%%* H4 is supported, full mediation

Note: ***p < 0.001

Finally, the path coefficient of the intervening variable on the dependent variable must also
be significant.

Discussions

This study examines the effect of risk management and fraud awareness in government
organizations to improve integrity systems. Based on 103 respondents, several analyzes
have been conducted to test the hypothesis. The main objective of this study is to examine
the mediating effect of fraud awareness on the relationship between risk management and
integrity systems. Based on the support of self-determination theory, this study finds that
fraud awareness mediates risk management and integrity systems.

Based on table 6 panel A, HI states that risk management has a positive effect on
integrity systems. Based on the results of statistical tests, it was obtained (8 = 0.333; p <
0.001). Thus, HI is supported. This means that the higher the level of organizational risk
management, the higher the integrity of the system. This result is different from the study
conducted by Said et al. (2016). However, it is supported by the study of Baharud-din ef al.
(2014) and Johari et al. (2020) who found that increasing the level of organizational integrity
is influenced by risk management. This shows that the more the organization considers the
risk factors that will be faced in achieving organizational goals, the higher the
implementation of the integrity system.

H?2 states that risk management has a positive effect on fraud awareness. Based on the
results of statistical tests, it was obtained (8 = 0.368; p < 0.001; R* = 0.14). Thus, H2 is
supported. This means that the higher the level of organizational risk management is, the
higher the organization’s fraud awareness is. This finding supports the results of studies
conducted by Hess and Cottrell (2016) and Alazzabi ef al. (2020) who found that preventing
fraud and developing fraud awareness took more than 1year, thus requiring risk
management in the organization’s operational activities.

H3 states that fraud awareness has a positive effect on integrity systems. Based on the
results of the statistical test, it was obtained (8 = 0.697; p < 0.001). Thus, H3 is supported.
This means that the higher the level of organizational fraud awareness, the higher the
integrity system. These results are supported by a study conducted by Biegelman et al.
(2007) and Turner (2015) which state that fraud awareness can encourage a culture of
organizational behavior that is ethical and with integrity.

Based on the results of the PLS test, the path coefficient from fraud awareness to
integrity system was obtained (8 = 0.256; p < 0.001). Thus, H4 is supported. This means



that fraud awareness mediates the relationship between risk management and the integrity
system. This means that fraud awareness stemming from risk management practices can
improve integrity systems although this is the first study to find that fraud awareness can
mediate risk management and integrity systems. This is logical because risk management
applied in achieving organizational goals can increase organizational awareness of the
possibility of fraud so that it can encourage individuals within the organization to act in
accordance with applicable norms and ethics.

Conclusion

The findings of this study indicate that risk management and fraud awareness have an
effect on integrity systems, especially in government organizations. The conclusion that can
be formulated from the results of this study is that risk management can improve the
practice of organizational integrity systems through fraud awareness. This means that
organizational awareness of fraud can be increased through risk management with various
regular reviews of fraud prevention and detection strategies.

In addition, the findings of this study support the self-determination theory. More and
more individuals are aware of the importance of preventing and detecting fraud through
risk management mechanisms. It will encourage individuals in the organization to act in
accordance with the norms and ethics in the organization.

Building a zone of integrity is not related to administration, but rather to change
behavior so that all elements of the organization make ethics and integrity as the basis for
managing the organization. The predicate of government institutions getting a corruption-
free area (corruption-free area (WBK)) and a free-serving bureaucratic area (free-serving
bureaucratic area (WBBM)) will be achieved if everyone has awareness of fraud and
corruption. To increase organizational fraud awareness requires the involvement of internal
audit with risk management to provide advice on prevention strategies and conduct training
on fraud awareness to the management and employees of the organization (Iyer and
Samociuk, 2006; Mat et al., 2013; Abdullahi and Mansor, 2018).

Further study will be carried out with larger sample and not only limited to government
organizations but also private sector organizations. Personal and organizational factors
such as organizational ethics, commitment and leadership so that they can be used as
variables for further research. In addition, further research can be carried out with a
qualitative approach to find out more deeply about the integrity system in an organization,
both in the private and public sectors.

References

Abdullahi, R. and Mansor, N. (2018), “Fraud prevention initiatives in the Nigerian public sector:
understanding the relationship of fraud incidences and the elements of fraud triangle theory”,
Journal of Financial Crime, Vol. 25 No. 2, pp. 527-544, doi: 10.1108/JFC-02-2015-0008.

Ahmeti, R. and Vladi, D.B. (2017), “Risk management in public sector: a literature review”, European
Journal of Multidisciplinary Studies, Vol. 5 No. 1, pp. 323-329, doi: 10.26417/ejms.v5i1.p323-329.

Alam, M.M,, Said, J. and Abd Aziz, M.A. (2019), “Role of integrity system, internal control system and
leadership practices on the accountability practices in the public sectors of Malaysia”, Social
Responsibility Journal, Vol. 15 No. 7, pp. 955-976, doi: 10.1108/SR]-03-2017-0051.

Alazzabi, W.Y E., Mustafa, H. and Karage, AL (2020), “Risk management, top management support,

internal audit activities and fraud mitigation”, Journal of Financial Crime, doi: 10.1108/jfc-11-
2019-0147.

Risk
management
and integrity

system



http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JFC-02-2015-0008
http://dx.doi.org/10.26417/ejms.v5i1.p323-329
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-03-2017-0051
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/jfc-11-2019-0147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/jfc-11-2019-0147

JFC

Ariyanto, R. and Hariman, B. (2020), “Fraud awareness in Indonesian governmental sector: multi-
agency responses’, Review of Integrative Business and Economics Research, Vol. 9 No. 2,
pp. 209-222.

Ashari, A., Nanere, M. and Trebilcock, P. (2018), “Corruption awareness and ethical decision making in
Indonesia”, Business and Economic Horizons, Vol. 14 No. 3, pp. 570-586, doi: 10.15208/
beh.2018.41.

Aziz, MAAA,, et al. (2015), “Enhancement of the accountability of public sectors through integrity
system, internal control system and leadership practices: a review study”, Procedia Economics
and Finance, Vol. 28, pp. 163-169, doi: 10.1016/s2212-5671(15)01096-5.

Baharud-Din, Z., Shokiyah, A. and Ibrahim, M.S. (2014), “Factors that contribute to the effectiveness of
internal audit in public sector”, International Proceedings of Economics Development and
Research, pp. 126-132, doi: 10.7763/IPEDR.2014.V70.24.

Bandaranayake, B. (2014), “Fraud and corruption control at education system level”, Journal of Cases in
Educational Leadership, Vol. 17 No. 4, pp. 34-53, doi: 10.1177/1555458914549669.

Baron, RM. and Kenny, D.A. (1986), “The moderator-mediator variable distinction in social
psychological research: conceptual, strategic and statistical considerations”, Jouwrnal of
Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 51 No. 6, pp. 1173-1182.

Bauman, D.C. (2013), “Leadership and the three faces of integrity”, The Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 24
No. 3, pp. 414-426, doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.01.005.

Biegelman, M.T., Leinicke, L.M. and Rexroad, W.M. (2007), A Focus on Integrity: A Dedicated Integrity
Unit, Housed within the Internal Audit Department, Offers Powerful Fraud-Fighting Capabilities
and Investigative Resources, Institute of Internal Auditors.

Breakey, H., Cadman, T. and Sampford, C. (2015), “Conceptualizing personal and institutional integrity:
the comprehensive integrity framework”, The Ethical Contribution of Organizations to Society,
Vol. 14, pp. 140, doi: 10.1108/s1529-209620150000014016, Research in Ethical Issues in
Organizations.

Chowdhury, A. and Shil, N.C. (2019), “Influence of new public management philosophy on risk
management, fraud and corruption control and internal audit: evidence from an Australian
public sector organization”, Journal of Accounting and Management Information Systems,
Vol. 18 No. 4, pp. 486-508, doi: 10.24818/jamis.2019.04002.

COSO (2004), “Enterprise risk management-integrated framework, COSO”, available at: www.coso.org/
Pages/erm-integratedframework.aspx (accessed 22 March 2021).

Deci, E.L. and Ryan, R.M. (2000), “The ‘what’ and ‘why’ of goal pursuits: human needs and the self-
determination of behavior”, Psychological Inquiry, Vol. 11 No. 4, pp. 227-268.
Drogalas, G., et al. (2017), “The effect of internal audit effectiveness, auditor responsibility and training

in fraud detection”, Journal of Accounting and Management Information Systems, Vol. 16 No. 4,
pp. 434-454, doi: 10.24818/jamis.2017.04001.

Duhadway, S., et al. (2019), “Light in dark places: the hidden world of supply chain fraud”, /EEE
Transactions on Engineering Management, pp. 1-14, doi: 10.1109/TEM.2019.2957439.

Eutsler, J., Nickell, E.B. and Robb, SSW.G. (2016), “Fraud risk awareness and the likelihood of audit
enforcement action”, Accounting Horizons, Vol. 30 No. 3, pp. 379-392, doi: 10.2308/acch-51490.

Francis, R. and Armstrong, A. (2003), “Ethics as a risk management strategy: the Australian
experience”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 45 No. 4, pp. 375-385, available at: https:/link.
springer.com/article/10.1023/A:1024163831371

Govekar, P.L. and Nelly Trevinyo-Rodreguez, R. (2007), “Integrity: a systems theory classification”,
Journal of Management History, Vol. 13 No. 1, pp. 7493, doi: 10.1108/17511340710715188.

Hair, J.F., Howard, M.C. and Nitzl, C. (2020), “Assessing measurement model quality in PLS-SEM using

confirmatory composite analysis”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 109, pp. 101-110, doi:
10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.11.069.


http://dx.doi.org/10.15208/beh.2018.41
http://dx.doi.org/10.15208/beh.2018.41
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s2212-5671(15)01096-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.7763/IPEDR.2014.V70.24
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1555458914549669
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.01.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/s1529-209620150000014016
http://dx.doi.org/10.24818/jamis.2019.04002
http://www.coso.org/Pages/erm-integratedframework.aspx
http://www.coso.org/Pages/erm-integratedframework.aspx
http://dx.doi.org/10.24818/jamis.2017.04001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TEM.2019.2957439
http://dx.doi.org/10.2308/acch-51490
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1023/A:1024163831371
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1023/A:1024163831371
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/17511340710715188
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.11.069

Hair, J., Oseph, F., et al. (2017), A Primer on Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-
SEM), 2nd ed., Sage Publications.

Haning, M.T. (2018), “Reformasi birokrasi di Indonesia: Tinjauan dari perspektif administrasi publik”,
Jurnal Analisis Kebijakan Dan Pelayanan Publik, Vol. 4 No. 1, pp. 25-37.

Hart, E. (2016), “Why 1is corruption risk management so hard? Assessing current practices in
development aid”, U4 BRIEF, available at: www.ud.no/publications/why-is-corruption-risk-
management-so-hard-assessing-current-practices-in-development-aid

Head, B.W. (2012), “The contribution of integrity agencies to good governance”, Policy Studies, Vol. 33
No. 1, pp. 7-20, doi: 10.1080/01442872.2011.601200.

Hess, MLF. and Cottrell, J.H. (2016), “Fraud risk management: a small business perspective”, Business
Horizons, Vol. 59 No. 1, pp. 13-18, doi: 10.1016/;.bushor.2015.09.005.

Hodge, C. and Carla Hodge, C. (2012), “Journey to fraud awareness”, Internal Auditor, Vol. 69 No. 4, p. 2012.

Huberts, L.W.J.C. (2018), “Integrity: what it is and why it is important”, Public Integrity, Vol. 20
No. supl, pp. S18-S32, doi: 10.1080/10999922.2018.1477404.

Iyer, N. and Samociuk, M. (2006), Fraud and Corruption: Prevention and Detection, 4405-5401, Gower
Publishing Company, Burlington VT.

Jackson, P.M. (2013), “Debate: fraud risk management in the public sector”, Public Money and
Management, Vol. 33 No. 1, pp. 6-8, doi: 10.1080/09540962.2013.744866.

Johari, RJ., Alam, M.M. and Said, J. (2020), “Empirical assessment on factors contributing to integrity
practices of Malaysian public sector officers”, Business Process Management Journal, Vol. 27
No. 4, doi: 10.1108/BPM]J-06-2020-0297.

Jondle, D., et al (2013), “Modern risk management through the lens of the ethical organizational
culture”, Risk Management, Vol. 15 No. 1, pp. 32-49, doi: 10.1057/rm.2012.11.

Joseph, C., Madi, N. and Janggu, T. (2018), “Online integrity disclosure: benchmark for good
governance?”, Asia-Pacific Management Accounting Journal (APMA]), Vol. 13 No. 1, pp. 207-230.

Juillet, L., et al. (2016), Enhancing the Value of Internal Auditing in the Public Sector.

Kemenpan, R.B. (2021), “Penilaian mandiri pembangunan zona integritas”, available at: https://pmpzi.
menpan.go.id/

Khalid, M.A., Alam, M.M. and Said, J. (2016), “Empirical assessment of good governance in the public
sector of Malaysia”, Economics and Sociology, Vol. 9 No. 4, pp. 289-304, doi: 10.14254/2071-
789X.2016/9-4/18.

Kuntadi, C. (2019), Audit Internal Sektor Publik, Salemba Empat, Jakarta.

Law, P. (2011), “Corporate governance and no fraud occurance in organizations Hongkong evidence”,
Managerial Auditing Journal, Vol. 26 No. 6, pp. 501-518.

Lukito, A.S. (2016), “Building anti-corruption compliance through national integrity system in
Indonesia: a way to fight against corruption”, Journal of Financial Crime, Vol. 23 No. 4,
Pp. 932-947, doi: 10.1108/JFC-09-2015-0054.

Mackey, T.K. and Cuomo, R.E. (2020), “An interdisciplinary review of digital technologies to facilitate
anti-corruption, transparency and accountability in medicines procurement”, Global Health
Action, Vol. 13 No. supl, doi: 10.1080/16549716.2019.1695241.

Manley, S.C., Et al. (2020), “Essential new PLS-SEM analysis methods for your entrepreneurship
analytical toolbox”, International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, Vol. 17 No. 4, doi:
10.1007/s11365-020-00687-6.

Mat, T.ZT,, et al. (2013), “Assessing the fraud prevention mechanisms in Malaysian government
agencies”, Malaysian Accounting Review, Vol. 12 No. 2, pp. 141-169.

Molina, A.D. (2016), “Ten recommendations for managing organizational integrity risks”, available at: www.
businessofgovernment.org/sites/default/files/Ten % 20Recommendations % 20for % 20Managing %20
Organizational % 20Integrity %20Risks

Risk
management
and integrity

system



http://www.u4.no/publications/why-is-corruption-risk-management-so-hard-assessing-current-practices-in-development-aid
http://www.u4.no/publications/why-is-corruption-risk-management-so-hard-assessing-current-practices-in-development-aid
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01442872.2011.601200
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2015.09.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10999922.2018.1477404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2013.744866
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/BPMJ-06-2020-0297
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/rm.2012.11
https://pmpzi.menpan.go.id/
https://pmpzi.menpan.go.id/
http://dx.doi.org/10.14254/2071-789X.2016/9-4/18
http://dx.doi.org/10.14254/2071-789X.2016/9-4/18
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JFC-09-2015-0054
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/16549716.2019.1695241
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11365-020-00687-6
www.businessofgovernment.org/sites/default/files/Ten_Recommendations_for_Managing_Organizational_Integrity_Risks
www.businessofgovernment.org/sites/default/files/Ten_Recommendations_for_Managing_Organizational_Integrity_Risks
www.businessofgovernment.org/sites/default/files/Ten_Recommendations_for_Managing_Organizational_Integrity_Risks

JFC

Molina, A.D. (2018), “A systems approach to managing organizational integrity risks: lessons from the
2014 veterans affairs waitlist scandal”, The American Review of Public Administration, Vol. 48
No. 8, pp. 872-885, doi: 10.1177/0275074018755006.

Murphy, PR. and Dacin, M.T. (2011), “Psychological pathways to fraud: understanding and preventing fraud
in organizations”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 101 No. 4, pp. 601-618, doi: 10.1007/s10551-011-0741-0.

Paterson, A.S., Changwony, F. and Miller, P.B. (2019), “Accounting control, governance and anti-
corruption initiatives in public sector organisations”, The British Accounting Review, Vol. 51
No. 5, doi: 10.1016/3.bar.2019.100844.

Peltier-Rivest, D. (2018), “A model for preventing corruption”, Journal of Financial Crime, Vol. 25 No. 2,
pp. 545-561, doi: 10.1108/JFC-11-2014-0048.

Permenpan-RB No 10 (2019), “Tentang perubahan atas permen PAN-RB nomor 52 tahun 2014”.

Podsakoff, P.M., Et al. (2003), “Common method biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the
literature and recommended remedies”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 88 No. 5, pp. 879-903.

Prabowo, H.Y. and Cooper, K. (2016), “Re-understanding corruption in the Indonesian public sector
through three behavioral lenses”, Journal of Financial Crime, Vol. 23 No. 4, pp. 559-573, doi: 10.1108/
JFC-08-2015-0039.

Rosli, M.H., Et al. (2015), “Integrity systems in Malaysian public sector: an empirical finding”, Procedia
Economics and Finance, Vol. 28 No. April, pp. 260-265, doi: 10.1016/s2212-5671(15)01109-0.

Said, J., Alam, M.M. and Khalid, M.A. (2016), “Relationship between good governance and integrity
system: empirical study on the public sector of Malaysia”, Humanomics, Vol. 32 No. 2,
pp. 151-171, doi: 10.1108/H-02-2016-0008.

Sekaran, U. and Bougie, R. (2016), Research Methods for Business. A Skill-Building Approach, 7th ed.,
John Wiley and Sons.

Shonhadji, N. and Maulidi, A. (2021), “The roles of whistleblowing system and fraud awareness as
financial statement fraud deterrent”, International Journal of Ethics and Systems, Vol. 37 No. 3,
pp. 370-389, doi: 10.1108/[JOES-09-2020-0140.

Siddiquee, N.A. (2010), “Combating corruption and managing integrity in Malaysia: a critical overview
of recent strategies and initiatives”, Public Organization Review, Vol. 10 No. 2, pp. 153-171, doi:
10.1007/s11115-009-0102-y.

Siregar, S.V. and Tenoyo, B. (2015), “Fraud awareness survey of private sector in Indonesia”, Journal of
Financial Crime, Vol. 22 No. 3, pp. 329-346, doi: 10.1108/JFC-03-2014-0016.

Six, F. and Lawton, A. (2013), “Towards a theory of integrity systems: a configurational approach”,
International Review of Administrative Sciences, Vol. 79 No. 4, pp. 639-658, doi: 10.1177/
0020852313501124.

Surya, G. (2021), “Deretan kasus korupsi terbesar di Indonesia, negara rugi puluhan triliun”, available at: www.
kompas.tv/article/204569/deretan-kasus-korupsi-terbesar-di-indonesia-negara-rugi-puluhan-triliun
Tiwisia, V., Setiawan, A.W. and Triono, A. (2020), “Bureaucratic reform of Indonesia attorney: building

integrity of law enforcement and improving public trust”, International Journal of Humanities
and Social Science, Vol. 10 No. 6, pp. 125-131.

Transparency International (2021), available at: www.transparency.org/en/countries/indonesia
(accessed 4 June 2021).

Turner, B. (2015), “Preserving the organization’s moral landscape: by assessing integrity and ethics
safeguards, internal audit can help the organization protect against fraud and other
wrongdoing”, Internal Auditors, Vol. 72 No. 5, pp. 51-56.

Viton, P.L. (2003), “Creating fraud awareness”, S.A.M Advanced Management Journal, Vol. 68 No. 3, pp. 20-27.

Yuniarti, R.D. (2017), “The effect of internal control and anti-fraud awareness on fraud prevention (a
survey on inter-governmental organizations)”, Journal of Economics, Business and Accountancy
Ventura, Vol. 20 No. 1, pp. 113-124, doi: 10.14414/jebav.v20i1.626.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0275074018755006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-0741-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2019.100844
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JFC-11-2014-0048
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JFC-08-2015-0039
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JFC-08-2015-0039
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s2212-5671(15)01109-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/H-02-2016-0008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJOES-09-2020-0140
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11115-009-0102-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JFC-03-2014-0016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0020852313501124
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0020852313501124
http://www.kompas.tv/article/204569/deretan-kasus-korupsi-terbesar-di-indonesia-negara-rugi-puluhan-triliun
http://www.kompas.tv/article/204569/deretan-kasus-korupsi-terbesar-di-indonesia-negara-rugi-puluhan-triliun
http://www.transparency.org/en/countries/indonesia
http://dx.doi.org/10.14414/jebav.v20i1.626

Zahari, AL, Said, J. and Arshad, R. (2021), “Examining the components of integrity”, Integrative
Psychological and Behavioral Science, Vol. 56 No. 1, doi: 10.1007/s12124-021-09626-8.

Zanzig, ].S. and Flesher, D.L. (2011), “Internal auditors speak out on controlling employee fraud”,
Research on Professional Responsibility and Ethics in Accounting, Emerald, doi: 10.1108/S1574-
0765(2011)0000015011.

Corresponding author
Noorlailie Soewarno can be contacted at: noorlailie-s@feb.unair.ac.id

Risk
management
and integrity

system

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12124-021-09626-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/S1574-0765(2011)0000015011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/S1574-0765(2011)0000015011
mailto:noorlailie-s@feb.unair.ac.id

	The mediating effect of fraud awareness on the relationship between risk management and integrity system
	Introduction
	Integrity initiatives by Indonesia government

	Literature review and hypotheses development
	Risk management and integrity system
	Risk management and fraud awareness
	Fraud awareness and integrity system
	Fraud awareness mediates the relationship between risk management and integrity system

	Underpinning theory and framework
	Methodology
	Sample selection
	Data collection

	Analysis
	Demographic profiles
	Measurements
	Data treatment
	Measurement model
	Descriptive statistics
	Structural model

	Discussions
	Conclusion
	References


