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Abstract
This study provides information about the likelihood of the nature 
of fraud companies so that investors and stakeholders can make 
better decisions. The Beneish model and the fraud theory are 
two well-developed ideas for understanding fraud motivations 
and detecting earnings manipulation in a corporation. Unlike 
previous studies using the fraud triangle, this study uses the latest 
theory (the fraud hexagon) perspective to detect fraud actions. 
Thus, this study aims to examine the applicability of the fraud 
hexagon components in combination with the M-score from 
the Beneish model. Seventy-six manufacturing firms listed on 
Indonesia Stock Exchange from 2015 to 2019 were chosen as 
samples. The findings confirmed that enterprises with fraud tend 
to: be more financially stable, be more leveraged, have higher 
profitability, have cooperation projects with the government, have 
more related-party transactions, have more auditor changes, be 
less liquid, less changing directors, be less supervised, and less 
display CEO.’s picture.
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INTRODUCTION
Fraud is a worldwide phenomenon (Xin et al., 2018). The image and value of 

the company are damaged whenever fraud is revealed. Among all types of crimes, fraud 
is the most dangerous to society and has the most significant economic impact (Free, 
2015). According to ACFE (2020), financial fraud has minor cases but comes with the 
most significant losses for companies. These losses will significantly impact the capital 
market, resulting in a loss of shareholder value, a drop in the value of shares, bankruptcy 
or liquidation, and delisting from the national stock exchange (Beasley et al., 1999). 
For this reason, financial statement fraud has become enemies of investors and other 
stakeholders due to its notorious effect. 

Business ethics is vital to the existence of companies in many countries and regions 
(Sroka & Lőrinczy, 2015). Strict ethical business practice is needed when the public is at 
war with fraud. Ethics should be a foundation for doing business to avoid unintended 
consequences and unethical behavior (Fitri et al., 2019). According to Adhariani & Siregar 
(2018), a lack of ethics in the organization can promote fraud. Therefore, companies should 
follow and obey the ethics set because it can prevent any kind of fraud from occurring.

Financial Statement Fraud (FSF) is the misstatement or elimination of the amount 
of disclosure deliberately made to deceive its users (Fitri et al., 2019). Due to its 
disproportionate impact on if it exists in a business, fraud detection has become a 
concern for researchers and academics to study (Suyanto, 2009). ACFE classifies fraud 
schemes into three main categories, known as the fraud tree, namely financial statement 
fraud, corruption, and asset misappropriation.

A theory that can explain fraud is the fraud hexagon theory proposed by Vousinas 
(2019). This theory can explain the factors that cause fraud by its components: Stimulus, 
Capability, Collusion, Opportunity, Rationalization, and Ego (S.C.C.O.R.E.). These 
components are shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Fraud Hexagon Model

Stimulus is pressure for someone to commit fraud, either financial or non-financial 
motive (Abdullahi & Mansor, 2017; Vousinas, 2019)this paper takes an in-depth look at 
the convergent and divergent of two classical fraud theories which are: (i. Capability refers 
to someone’s ability to infiltrate the company’s internal control, formulate complex fraud 
strategies, and control a social environment that can benefit him (Antawirya et al., 2019; 
Bire et al., 2019; Marks, 2012; Nuryani et al., 2018)social capital, and economic capital 
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on LPD financial performance in Buleleng regency as well as their influence of financial 
performance on corporate social. The sampling technique was used purposive sampling, 
primary data collection (questionnaire. Collusion refers to a fraudulent agreement or 
agreement between two or more people against another party for malicious purposes 
(Vousinas, 2019). Opportunities can occur because of ineffective controls or governance 
systems that allow individuals to commit fraud in the organization (Omukaga, 2021). 
Rationalization is the perpetrator’s tendency to seek justification for his fraudulent acts. 
Ego, called arrogance in other models, is a behavior of superiority or greed of someone 
who thinks that internal control does not apply to him (Marks, 2012). 

Combined with the fraud hexagon theory, fraud can be detected through a model 
called Beneish M-Score, introduced by Messod D. Beneish in 1999. This model can identify 
companies that tend to deceive their financial statements by using several measurements 
(Beneish, 1999). Many studies linked the Beneish model with the fraud theory, focusing 
on examining the influence of fraud components in detecting fraud occurrence resulted in 
which fraud components contribute to the likelihood of fraud. Unlike previous research, 
this study offers the applicability of the fraud hexagon components with Beneish M-Score 
results using the mean value of statistics descriptive data to find out the companies’ tendency 
to conduct fraud. Therefore, this study aims to examine the applicability of the fraud 
hexagon components in combination with the M-score from the Beneish model to detect 
the occurrence of fraud in companies. This kind of study had been conducted by Fitri et 
al. (2019) using the fraud pioneer theory called the fraud triangle, which explains three 
leading causes of fraud, namely pressure, opportunity, and rationalization. 

This study revealed that firms found to be fraudulent: (1) have more pressure on 
financial stability, leverage, and financial targets, (2) fewer independent commissioners and 
more receivables from related parties, and (3) more frequent auditor changes. Then, to find 
out the latest condition, this present study will fill the gap in existing research by updating 
the factors influencing fraud using the fraud hexagon model. This study’s results are expected 
to offer some fruitful information for investors so as not to get trapped in the company’s 
intentional misrepresentation before making investment decisions on particular firms. Besides, 
this study can be used as additional references for the Ministry of Finance of Indonesia 
(especially the Directorate General of Taxes) to design a suitable technique/policy related to 
financial and tax audits used by tax auditors who examine companies’ financial statements.

METHODS

This study takes the population from all manufacturing companies listed on the 
Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) in 2015-2019, consisting of three sectors, namely the 
consumer goods industry, basic and chemical industrial sectors, and various industrial 
sectors. Based on the data obtained during the 2015-2019 period, the total research 
population is 193 companies. Using the purposive sampling method, authors set specific 
criteria to get a set of samples (see Table 1). According to the selected results, 76 eligible 
companies as the research samples. Therefore, the total number of observations for five 
years in this study is 380. 
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This study used the secondary data collected from the annual report from 2015 to 
2019. The data is obtained through the official website of the Indonesia Stock Exchange 
(www.idx.co.id). Both financial and non-financial data are needed in this study. The 
documentation approach is used to collect the data by examining, researching, and 
analyzing the company’s financial accounts.

Table 1. Sampling Criteria

No Criteria Number of Companies

1 Manufacturing companies listed on IDX from 2015-to 2019 193

2 Companies that do not publish annual reports for the 
period (60)

3 Companies that do not use IDR as the reporting currency 
during the period (28)

4 Missing data (29)

Number of samples per year 76

Number of observations (76 x 5 years) 380

Beneish Model can separate companies that (likely) commit fraud and do not 
commit fraud by detecting earning manipulation conducted by companies through its 
M-Score (Beneish, 1999). M-Score of greater than -2.22 means that the company (likely) 
manipulates its financial statements. Conversely, an M-Score less than -2.22 indicates that 
the company does not conduct manipulation. By employing this, a score of “1” will be 
given for suspected fraud companies, while a score of “0” will be given for those not. 
The Beneish M-Score calculation formula is as follows:

M-Score = -4.84 + 0.92*DSRI + 0.528*GMI + 0.404*AQI + 0.892*SGI + 
0.115*DEPI - 0.172*SGAI + 4,679*TATA - 0.327*LVGI.

Where: 
DSRI = Days’ Sales in Receivable Index = (Receivablet/Salest) / (Receivablet-1/Salest-1); GMI = 

Gross Margin Index = [(Salest-1 - COGS t-1) / Sales t-1] / [(Salest - COGSt) / Salest]; 
AQI = Asset Quality Index = [1 - (Current Assetst + PPEt) / Total Assetst] / [1 - 

((Current Assetst-1 + PPEt-1) / Total Assetst-1)]; 
SGI  = Sales Growth Index = Salest / Salest-1; 

DEPI = Depreciation Index = [Depreciationt-1 / (PPE t-1 + Depreciation t-1)] / [Depreciationt 
/ (PPEt + Depreciationt)]; 

SGAI = Sales, General and Administrative Expenses Index = (SGA Expenset / Salest) / 
(SGA Expenset-1 / Salest-1); 

TATA = Total Accruals to Total Assets = Income from Operatingt – Cash Flow from 
Operatingt / Total Assetst; 

LVGI = Leverage Index = [(Current Liabilitiest + Long Term Debtt) / Total Assetst] / 
[(Current Liabilitiest-1 + Long Term Debtt-1) / Total Assetst-1].
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Since its inception in 1999, the Beneish model has been widely adopted by 
academics and business people and is the most comprehensive way to detect manipulation 
in firms (Fitri et al., 2019)cases of frauds are rarely covered by the media. Even though 
some fraud might not be material enough to be detected, the motivation for conducting 
fraud exist, especially when the internal systems have some leakage. The fraud triangle 
and the Beneish model are two well-developed theories to understand the motivations 
for fraud and to detect earnings manipulation in a business. Therefore, this empirical 
research aims to examine the applicability of the fraud triangle components combined 
with the M-score from Beneish model. The investigation involves panel data from 270 
non-financial companies listed on IDX (Indonesia Stock Exchange. This model is suitable 
to be used in developing countries, such as Bangladesh, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Malaysia, 
and Indonesia, as proven by Ahmed & Naima (2016), Aris et al. (2015), Halilbegovic 
et al. (2020), Kamal et al. (2016), and Suyanto (2009).

After separating detected and non-detected fraud companies, the fraud hexagon 
components need proxies to be measured. In this study, stimulus (pressure) is proxied by 
financial stability, external pressure, profitability, and liquidity. Capability is proxied by a 
director change, collusion by project cooperation with the government, opportunity by 
ineffective monitoring and related party transactions, rationalization by auditor change, 
and ego by the number of CEO’s picture.

Figure 2 shows the theoretical framework that indicates the effect of the fraud 
hexagon model on Financial Statement Fraud measured by Beneish M-Score.

Figure 2. Theoretical Framework
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RESULT AND DISCUSSIONS

By employing the Beneish M-Score model, the companies can be categorized as 
manipulatory and non-manipulatory. An M-Score of less than -2.22 suggests that the 
company is not a manipulator. In contrast, an M-Score of greater than -2.22 indicates 
that it is likely a manipulator. Table 2 shows the calculation of Beneish’s M-score with 
its eight variables based on financial data from 2013 to 2015.

Table 2. Beneish’s M-Score

DSRI GMI AQI SGI DEPI SGAI TATA LEVI M-Score Conclusion Total

0.991 0.851 1.193 1.049 1.042 0.656 -0.042 1.023 -3.018 Non-fraud 64 Companies

4.358 6.713 3.121 1.113 1.394 1.312 0.082 1.060 3.809 Fraud 12 Companies

The Beneish M-Score separates the samples so that non-suspected and suspected 
fraud firms can be found. Then, to connect the result between the Beneish Model and 
the tendency of fraud, this study uses two categories of companies: with fraud and 
without fraud, as shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Average Value of Fraud Hexagon Components

Variables
Non-fraud 
Indication

N = 326

Fraud Indication
N= 54

Stimulus Financial Stability ACHANGE 0.071 0.201

Leverage DR 0.518 0.549

Financial Target ROA 0.051 0.082

Liquidity WCTA 0.188 0.187

Capability Director Change DIRCHANGE 0.460 0.370

Collusion Project cooperation 
with government GOVTPROJECT 0.181 0.185

Opportunity Ineffective Monitoring INDBOARD 0.391 0.389

Related Party 
Transaction RPT 0.269 0.336

Rationalization Auditor Change AUDCHANGE 0.160 0.220

Ego Number of CEO’s 
Picture CEOPIC 2.970 2.570

Table 3 displays the average value of stimulus, capability, collusion, opportunity, 
rationalization, and ego indicators for fraud and non-fraud companies. By applying 
this technique, the tendency of companies to commit fraud will be obtained. First, for 
stimulus (pressure), firms detected with fraud are financially more stable (ACHANGE 
= 0.201), more leveraged (DR = 0.549), higher profitability (ROA = 0.082), but less 
liquid (WCTA = 0.187) compared to non-detected fraud firms which receive less pressure 
(ACHANGE = 0.071), less level of debt (DR = 0.518), less financial target (ROA = 
0.051), and higher liquidity level (WCTA = 0.188). These results are in line with the 
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study conducted by Fitri et al. (2019), which stated all detected fraud companies have 
a higher ratio on pressure component, except for liquidity.  Achmad et al. (2022) 
stated that if a company’s asset growth fluctuates in value, management will be under 
pressure to change the financial statements to make the asset growth appear steady. Users 
of financial statements may have greater confidence in companies with solid financial 
charts (Achmad et al., 2022). Consequently, companies have to solve this issue to gain 
investors’ trust and do whatever it takes to get their financial performance look healthy. 
Financial distress may motivate management to commit unethical behavior (Stice, 1991; 
Suyanto, 2009).

Then, regarding the company’s leverage ratio, the higher the company’s leverage, the 
higher the potential for violations and the likelihood of fraud. Higher leverage is typically 
associated with a better capability for violations of mortgage agreements and a reduced 
ability to obtain additional capital through borrowing (Dalnial et al., 2014). Christie 
(1990), leverage is potentially correlated with earnings improving accounting policies. If 
these policies are not enough to keep away from violations of debt covenants, managers 
can be inspired to understate liabilities or assets. After that, in terms of profitability, 
a high ROA ratio indicates that companies have a good performance, increasing the 
company’s stocks prices in the market, which is attractive for investors (Husna & Satria, 
2019). According to Sawangarreerak & Thanathamathee (2021), from an organizational 
management perspective, there could be a need for profits due to incentives/pressures for 
executives who want to provide income of their financial statements, as favored. This can 
lead to creative accounting, consisting of inflated profits or underestimated costs, making 
the income within the financial statements look better. This can be considered as a signal of 
a fraudulent financial statement. However, for the last stimulus factor, liquidity, it is found 
that less liquid companies tend to commit financial fraud. Managers will engage in a range 
of activities when the firm is not functioning well (low liquidity level) to demonstrate to 
the shareholders that the company is in a healthy and prosperous state, including financial 
reporting fraud (Indarto & Ghozali, 2016). Firms with liquidity issues have notably more 
errors of their financial statement than other companies (Dalnial et al., 2014).

Second, for capability, firms with fraud tend to maintain their director for a longer 
period (DIRCHANGE = 0.370) than non-fraud companies, which conduct director switches 
more frequently (DIRCHANGE = 0.460). The result does not prove that manipulatory 
companies tend to conduct changing of directors. Change of directors is not an act 
executed by management because of the desire of hiding the company’s fraudulent act. 
The changing director is a normal phenomenon to appoint new directors because of their 
role in the board of directors’ structure. The board of directors’ replacement or dismissal 
is regulated in Indonesian Law No. 40 of 2007 concerning Limited Liability Companies 
(UUPT). Article 105 paragraph (1) states that the Board of Directors and the Board of 
Commissioners can be dismissed based on the General Meeting of Shareholders’ decision 
(by stating the reasons). The result of this study is contrary to the results of studies carried 
out by Agrawal et al. (1999), and Ariyanto et al. (2021) stated that detected companies 
suspected of fraud have a high turnover among directors. Third, for collusion, companies 
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that have a project cooperation with the government were likely to commit an illegal act 
(GOVTPROJECT = 0.185) compared to those that do not (GOVTPROJECT = 0.181). 
The result confirms that project cooperation between companies and the government 
might lead to an illegal act. According to Locatelli et al. (2017), fraud is particularly 
relevant in large and unusual projects when the government serves as client/owner or 
perhaps the primary contractor. Especially in megaprojects, in which public actors have 
a significant role, fraud is very likely to happen in corruption. Fraudulent companies 
can make a deceitful deal in many projects with governments. Consequently, corruption 
worsens both cost and time performance and the benefits introduced.

Fourth, for the opportunity, firms with detected fraud have less independent 
commissioner supervision (INDBOARD = 0.389) and more transactions with related 
parties (RPT = 0.336) than companies without fraud, which have more independent 
commissioner supervision (INDBOARD = 0.391) and less special transactions (RPT = 
0.269). Fitri et al. (2019) stated that management from firms that had detected fraud 
attempted to limit the number of independent commissioners to prevent fraud detection. 
The existence of independent commissioners is believed to provide more objective oversight 
in a company, thus making it difficult for management to negotiate deceitful deals. 
Then, in regards to related party transactions, manipulatory companies conducted more 
transactions with organizations with which they have a special relationship because, with 
these special organizations, it is easier to plan a crime (Fitri et al., 2019). Related-party 
transactions might create the potential for a conflict of interest or lead to other illegal 
situations. Fifth, for rationalization, fraudulent corporations change external auditors more 
frequently (AC = 0.220) than non-fraudulent companies (AC = 0.160). According to 
Lou & Wang (2009), change in auditors reduces the possibility of auditors detecting 
fraud. The older auditor may be better able to detect any potential fraud committed by 
management, whether directly or indirectly (Umar et al., 2020). Fitri et al. (2019) stated 
that because external auditors have no relationship with or interest in a company, their 
professional judgment (audit opinion) is based solely on the facts discovered during the 
audit process. Hence, different auditors’ audits each year allow management to conceal 
proofs. Sixth, forego, firms with fraud indication tend to display their CEO picture 
less (CEOPIC = 2.570) than non-fraud indication firms (CEOPIC = 2.970). Based on 
the data, it is found that the more CEO a company has, the more CEO picture will 
have appeared in the annual report. The images attached are served to inform as well 
as introduce to the public, particularly stakeholders, who the company’s CEO(s) is (are) 
(Fathmaningrum & Anggarani, 2021).

Furthermore, the images demonstrate how much responsibility the CEO has in each 
series of activities and in directing the organization. Another study on CEO narcissism 
found that the number of CEO photos in the annual report does not always aim to 
manipulate earnings because narcissistic CEOs can receive higher compensation than less 
narcissistic CEOs even if the company performs worse (Ham et al., 2018). The results 
in this study do not support the study conducted by Marks (2012) which stated that 
according to the findings of the Committee of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway 
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Commission (COSO) study, 70% of fraud perpetrators have a personality that combines 
pressure with arrogance or greed.

CONCLUSION

This empirical study aims to compare the fraud hexagon model to the Beneish 
model to examine its applicability in detecting the likelihood of fraud. The results reveal 
that the manipulatory companies tend to be more stable, more leveraged, have higher 
profitability, cooperate with the government’s project, have more related-party transactions, 
and conduct more auditor changes. Also, manipulatory companies are less liquid, less 
changing their director, less supervised, and less displayed C.E.O.’s picture compared to 
companies that are not likely to commit fraud.

This study has implications for prospective investors and stakeholders to analyze 
the company’s financial statement so as not to get trapped in its unethical behavior, 
which can help them make better financial decisions than before. As for the Indonesian 
government, this study can be used as a reference for the Directorate General of Taxes 
in making a guideline related to tax audits so that tax auditors will not be able to 
be deceived by good financial reports. Despite being the first study to examine the 
applicability of the fraud hexagon components in combination with Beneish’s model, 
this study is not without its limitations. First, it only applies some proxies of fraud 
components. The subsequent researchers are expected to use other proxies such as the 
personal financial need for pressure, nature of the industry for the opportunity, size of 
the audit committee for rationalization, Corporate Governance Index (CGI) for capability, 
and other possible proxies for arrogance and collusion. Second, this study chose only 
manufacturing companies in Indonesia as the samples. Future researchers should expand it 
to all non-financial companies to give the more actual condition in Indonesia. Moreover, 
researchers can use another model to detect fraud, such as the Dechow F-Score Model, 
to see the likelihood of fraud in Indonesia based on a different theory. 

REFERENCES

Abdullahi, R., & Mansor, N. (2017). Fraud Triangle Theory and Fraud Diamond 
Theory. Understanding the Fraud Triangle Theory and Fraud Diamond Theory. 
Understanding the Convergent and Divergent For Future Research. International 
Journal of Academic Research in Accounting, Finance and Management Sciences, 5(4), 
38–45. https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARAFMS/v5-3/1823.

ACFE. (2020). Report To the Nations: 2020 Global Study on Occupational Fraud and Abuse. 
ACFE Report, 1–88. Retrieved from: https://www.acfe.com/report-to-the-nations/2020. 

Achmad, T., Ghozali, I., & Pamungkas, I. D. (2022). Hexagon Fraud: Detection of 
Fraudulent Financial Reporting in State-Owned Enterprises Indonesia. Economies, 
10(1), 13. https://doi.org/10.3390/economies10010013.

Adhariani, D., & Siregar, S. V. (2018). How Deep is Your Care? Analysis of Corporations’ 
“Caring Level” and Impact on Earnings Volatility from the Ethics of Care 

https://journal.uinjkt.ac.id/index.php/etikonomi
https://doi.org/10.15408/etk.v21i2.24653


Dio Alfarago. Do Fraud Hexagon Components Promote Fraud in Indonesia?

https://journal.uinjkt.ac.id/index.php/etikonomi
DOI: https://doi.org/10.15408/etk.v21i2.24653

408

Perspective. Australasian Accounting, Business and Finance Journal, 12(4), 43–59. 
https://doi.org/10.14453/AABFJ.V12I4.4.

Agrawal, A., Jaffe, J. F., & Karpoff, J. M. (1999). Management Turnover and Governance 
Changes Following the Revelation of Fraud. The Journal of Law and Economics, 
42(S1), 309–342. https://doi.org/10.1086/467427.

Ahmed, T., & Naima, J. (2016). Detection and Analysis of Probable Earnings Manipulation by 
Firms in a Developing Country. Asian Journal of Business and Accounting, 9(1), 59–81.

Antawirya, R. D. E. P., Putri, I. G. A. M. D., Wirajaya, I. G. A., Suaryana, I. G. 
N. A., & Suprasto, H. B. (2019). Application of Fraud Pentagon in Detecting 
Financial Statement Fraud. International Research Journal of Management, IT and 
Social Sciences, 6(5), 73–80. https://doi.org/10.21744/irjmis.v6n5.706.

Aris, N. A., Mohd Arif, S. M., Othman, R., & Zain, M. M. (2015). Fraudulent 
Financial Statement Detection Using Statistical Techniques: The Case of Small 
Medium Automotive Enterprise. Journal of Applied Business Research (JABR), 31(4), 
1469-1478. https://doi.org/10.19030/jabr.v31i4.9330.

Ariyanto, D., Jhuniantara, I. M. G., Ratnadi, N. M. D., Putri, I. G. A. M. A. D., & 
Dewi, A. A. (2021). Detecting Fraudulent Financial Statements in Pharmaceutical 
Companies: Fraud Pentagon Theory Perspective. Accounting, 7(7), 1611–1620. 
https://doi.org/10.5267/j.ac.2021.5.009.

Beasley, M. S., Carcello, J. V, & Hermanson, D. R. (1999). Fraudulent Financial 
Reporting: 1987-1997: An Analysis of U.S. Public Companies Research. Research 
Report American Institute of Certified Public Accountant (AICPA) Historial Collection.

Beneish, M. D. (1999). The Detection of Earnings Manipulation. Financial Analysts 
Journal, 55(5), 24–36. https://doi.org/10.2469/faj.v55.n5.2296.

Bire, A. R., Sauw, H. M., & Maria. (2019). The Effect of Financial Literacy Towards 
Financial Inclusion Through Financial Training. International Journal of Social 
Sciences and Humanities, 3(1), 186–192. https://doi.org/10.29332/ijssh.v3n1.280.

Christie, A. A. (1990). Aggregation of Test Statistics. An Evaluation of the Evidence on 
Contracting and Size Hypotheses. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 12(1–3), 
15–36. https://doi.org/10.1016/0165-4101(90)90039-7.

Dalnial, H., Kamaluddin, A., Sanusi, Z. M., & Khairuddin, K. S. (2014). Accountability 
in Financial Reporting: Detecting Fraudulent Firms. Procedia - Social and Behavioral 
Sciences, 145, 61–69. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.06.011.

Fathmaningrum, E. S., & Anggarani, G. (2021). Fraud Pentagon and Fraudulent Financial 
Reporting: Evidence from Manufacturing Companies in Indonesia and Malaysia. 
Journal of Accounting and Investment, 22(3), 625–646. https://doi.org/10.18196/
jai.v22i3.12538.

Fitri, F. A., Syukur, M., & Justisa, G. (2019). Do the Fraud Triangle Components 
Motivate Fraud in Indonesia? Australasian Accounting, Business and Finance Journal, 
13(4), 63–72. https://doi.org/10.14453/aabfj.v13i4.5.

https://journal.uinjkt.ac.id/index.php/etikonomi
https://doi.org/10.15408/etk.v21i2.24653


https://journal.uinjkt.ac.id/index.php/etikonomi
DOI: https://doi.org/10.15408/etk.v21i2.24653

409

Etikonomi
Volume 21 (2), 2022: 399 - 410

Free, C. (2015). Looking through the Fraud Triangle: A Review and Call for New 
Directions. Meditari Accountancy Research, 23(2), 175–196. https://doi.org/10.1108/
MEDAR-02-2015-0009.

Halilbegovic, S., Celebic, N., Cero, E., Buljubasic, E., & Mekic, A. (2020). Application 
of Beneish M-score model on Small and Medium Enterprises in Federation of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. Eastern Journal of European Studies, 11(1), 146–163.

Ham, C., Seybert, N., & Wang, S. (2018). Narcissism is a Bad Sign: CEO Signature 
Size, Investment, and Performance. Review of Accounting Studies, 23(1), 234–264. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11142-017-9427-x.

Hasnan, S., Rahman, R. A., & Mahenthiran, S. (2013). Management Motive, Weak 
Governance, Earnings Management, and Fraudulent Financial Reporting: Malaysian 
Evidence. Journal of International Accounting Research, 12(1), 1–27. https://doi.
org/10.2308/jiar-50353.

Husna, A., & Satria, I. (2019). Effects of Return on Asset, Debt to Asset Ratio, Current 
Ratio, Firm Size, and Dividend Payout Ratio on Firm Value. International Journal 
of Economics and Financial Issues, 9(5), 50–54. https://doi.org/10.32479/ijefi.8595.

Indarto, S. L., & Ghozali, I. (2016). Fraud Diamond: Detection Analysis on the 
Fraudulent Financial Reporting. Risk Governance and Control: Financial Markets 
and Institutions, 6(4), 116–123. https://doi.org/10.22495/rcgv6i4c1art1.

Kamal, M. E. M., Salleh, M. F. M., & Ahmad, A. (2016). Detecting Financial 
Statement Fraud by Malaysian Public Listed Companies: The Reliability of the 
Beneish M-Score Model. Jurnal Pengurusan, 46, 23-32. https://doi.org/10.17576/
pengurusan-2016-46-03.

Locatelli, G., Mariani, G., Sainati, T., & Greco, M. (2017). Corruption in Public Projects 
and Megaprojects: There is an Elephant in the Room! International Journal of Project 
Management, 35(3), 252–268. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2016.09.010.

Lou, Y.-I., & Wang, M.-L. (2009). Fraud Risk Factor of The Fraud Triangle Assessing 
the Likelihood of Fraudulent Financial Reporting. Journal of Business & Economics 
Research (JBER), 7(2), 61–78. https://doi.org/10.19030/jber.v7i2.2262.

Marks, J. T. (2012). The Mind Behind The Fraudsters Crime : Key Behavioral and 
Environmental Elements. Crowe Horwath LLP, 1–62. Retrieved from: www.crowe.com.

Nuryani, N. N. J., Satrawan, D. P. R., Gorda, A. A. N. O. S., & Martini, L. K. B. (2018). 
Influence of Human Capital, Social Capital, Economic Capital towards Financial 
Performance & Corporate Social Responsibility. International Journal of Social Sciences 
and Humanities (IJSSH), 2(2), 65-76. https://doi.org/10.29332/ijssh.v2n2.128.

Omukaga, K. O. (2021). Is the Fraud Diamond Perspective Valid in Kenya? Journal of 
Financial Crime, 28(3), 810-840. https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-11-2019-0141

Persons, O. S. (1995). Using Financial Statement Data to Identify Factors Associated 
with Fraudulent Financial Reporting. Journal of Applied Business Research (JABR), 
11(3), 38-46. https://doi.org/10.19030/jabr.v11i3.5858.

https://journal.uinjkt.ac.id/index.php/etikonomi
https://doi.org/10.15408/etk.v21i2.24653


Dio Alfarago. Do Fraud Hexagon Components Promote Fraud in Indonesia?

https://journal.uinjkt.ac.id/index.php/etikonomi
DOI: https://doi.org/10.15408/etk.v21i2.24653

410

Sari, S. P., & Nugroho, N. K. (2020). Financial Statements Fraud dengan Pendekatan 
Vousinas Fraud Hexagon Model: Tinjauan pada Perusahaan Terbuka di Indonesia. 
Procedding of the 1st Annual Conference on Ihtifaz: Islamic Economics, Finance, and 
Banking (ACI-IJIEFB), 409–430. 

Sawangarreerak, S., & Thanathamathee, P. (2021). Detecting and Analyzing Fraudulent 
Patterns of Financial Statement for Open Innovation Using Discretization and 
Association Rule Mining. Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, Market, and 
Complexity, 7(2), 128. https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc7020128.

Sihombing, K. S., & Rahardjo, S. N. (2014). Analisis Fraud Diamond dalam Mendeteksi 
Financial Statement Fraud: Studi Empiris pada Perusahaan Manufaktur yang 
Terdaftar di Bursa Efek Indonesia (BEI) Tahun 2010-2012. Diponegoro Journal of 
Accounting, 3(2), 1–12.

Skousen, C. J., Smith, K. R., & Wright, C. J. (2009). Detecting and Predicting Financial 
Statement Fraud: The Effectiveness of the Fraud Triangle and SAS No. 99. In 
Advances in Financial Economics, 13(99), 53–81. https://doi.org/10.1108/S1569-
3732(2009)0000013005.

Sroka, W., & Lrinczy, M. (2015). The Perception of Ethics in Business: Analysis of 
Research Results. Procedia Economics and Finance, 34(15), 156–163. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S2212-5671(15)01614-7.

Stice, J. D. (1991). Using Financial and Market Information to Identify Pre-Engagement 
Factors Associated with Lawsuits against Auditors. The Accounting Review, 66(3), 
516–533. 

Suyanto. (2009). Fraudulent Financial statement Evidence from Statement on Auditing 
Standard No . 99. Gadjah Mada International Journal of Business, 11(1), 117–144. 
https://doi.org/10.22146/gamaijb.5539.

Umar, H., Partahi, D., & Purba, R. B. (2020). Fraud Diamond Analysis in Detecting 
Fraudulent Financial Report. International Journal of Scientific and Technology 
Research, 9(3), 6638–6646.

Vousinas, G. L. (2019). Advancing Theory of Fraud: the S.C.O.R.E. Model. Journal 
of Financial Crime, 26(1), 372–381. https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-12-2017-0128.

Xin, Q., Zhou, J., & Hu, F. (2018). The Economic Consequences of Financial Fraud: 
Evidence from the Product Market in China. China Journal of Accounting Studies, 
6(1), 1–23. https://doi.org/10.1080/21697213.2018.1480005.

Yusof, M., Khair, A., & Simon, J. (2015). Fraudulent Financial Reporting: An Application 
of Fraud Models to Malaysian Public Listed Companies. The Macrotheme Review: 
A Multidisciplinary Journal of Global Macro Trends, 2(4), 144–160.

https://journal.uinjkt.ac.id/index.php/etikonomi
https://doi.org/10.15408/etk.v21i2.24653

