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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript provides significant value to the scientific and academic community by addressing a critical but often underexplored issue: the varying perceptions of fraud prevention strategies within higher education institutions. By employing a robust multivariate analysis to compare the views of students, lecturers, and educational personnel, it offers empirical evidence on how different academic roles influence attitudes toward detection, investigation, and monitoring of fraud. Its multidimensional approach grounded in the Fraud Triangle, Fraud Diamond, and COSO frameworks contributes both theoretically and practically to the discourse on institutional integrity, governance, and participatory anti-fraud strategies. This work is particularly vital for policymakers and university administrators seeking to foster a culture of transparency, ethical behaviour, and collective responsibility in academic environments.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title of the article:"Analysis of the Perception of the Academic Society Against Fraud Prevention Strategies in Higher Education"is generally understandable, but it can be improved for clarity, academic precision, and fluency.

There are a few issues with the phrasing which are as follows:

"Against" is awkward in this context. It gives the impression that the academic society opposes the strategies, which is likely not the intended meaning.

"Academic Society" is unclear and not the standard term. "Academic community" or specifying roles (students, lecturers, and staff) is clearer.

The phrase "Fraud Prevention Strategies in Higher Education" is strong and should be retained.

My Recommended Title that will be suitable for this manuscript is:

"Perceptions of Fraud Prevention Strategies in Higher Education: A Comparative Study of Students, Lecturers, and Educational Staff"
This version is more suitable because:

Is more concise and academic.

Clearly identifies the focus (fraud prevention strategies).

Specifies the population (students, lecturers, educational staff).

Uses neutral, accurate wording (“perceptions of” instead of “against”).
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract of the manuscript is generally well-structured and informative, but there is room for improvement in comprehensiveness, clarity, and academic tone.

Below is my  brief evaluation followed by specific suggestions.
What the Abstract Does Well:
States the purpose: It clearly aims to examine differences in perceptions of fraud prevention strategies.

Describes the population and methodology: Mentions academic status categories and use of MANOVA.

Presents key results: Notes significant differences in detection, investigation, and monitoring.

Draws a conclusion: Emphasises the importance of participatory approaches and anti-fraud literacy.

Theoretical Framework: The abstract references that tools were "adapted" from existing frameworks, it also name the Fraud Triangle, Fraud Diamond, or COSO explicitly these are significant theoretical underpinnings.

Areas for Improvement that I have suggessted below:
Ambiguous Phrasing:“Comparative drug design” is likely a typographical or translation error, as it is irrelevant to this context. It should be corrected or removed.

Incomplete Methodological Details: Sample size is mentioned, but group distribution or sampling rationale is not clearly stated.

Unclear or Unnecessary Terms: Phrases like “academic manipulation to financial abuse” could be more precise (e.g., “academic dishonesty, document forgery, and financial misappropriation”).

Lack of Implications: The practical implications (e.g., for policy, institutional governance, fraud training) could be made more explicit in the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript titled "Analysis of the Perception of the Academic Society Against Fraud Prevention Strategies in Higher Education" is scientifically sound in its general structure, theoretical basis, and analytical approach, but there are a few critical issues that should be addressed to enhance its scientific rigour and clarity.

The Scientific Strengths of the Manuscript are as follows:

Theoretical Foundation:The study is anchored on established fraud theories: Fraud Triangle, Fraud Diamond, and COSO Internal Control Framework, which are widely recognised and relevant to the research objectives.

Clear Research Objective:The aim to assess the differences in perceptions of fraud prevention strategies across academic roles is well-stated and important for institutional governance.

Appropriate Methodology: Use of MANOVA is suitable for comparing group differences across multiple dependent variables (the four dimensions of fraud prevention). The choice of Pillai’s Trace due to assumption violations shows appropriate statistical awareness.

Relevant Findings:The manuscript identifies statistically significant differences in perception among groups, which is meaningful and has practical implications.

The Scientific and Technical Weaknesses That Need Improvement:

Terminology Error: As I said ealier “Comparative drug design” is entirely incorrect in this context. This appears to be a mistranslated term and must be removed or replaced (perhaps it was meant to be "comparative design" or "comparative analysis").

Sample Distribution Issues: The sample size distribution is heavily imbalanced (e.g., 154 students vs. 14 education staff). While the author mention using robust statistical methods, this imbalance should be discussed as a limitation affecting generalizability. Another issue of concern is that the study said College Environment, then the total population should be specifically stated in terms of figure because it can be accessed

Overstated R² Interpretation: The manuscript interprets an R² of ~3.9% as showing a significant contribution, but this is statistically weak. The author should caution that the effect size is small, and the explanatory power is limited.

Language and Grammar: Just as I said earlier several sections contain awkward or unscientific phrasing, e.g., "perception of the academic society against fraud prevention strategies" (should be of or regarding).

Terms like “academic manipulation” need clearer specification.

Absence of Control Variables: The study does not account for or control other potential influencing variables such as age, gender, years of experience, or discipline which may affect perceptions.

Inadequate Discussion of Practical Implications: The manuscript suggests more fraud training and literacy, but does not provide concrete, actionable recommendations or models for how institutions might implement these.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are generally sufficient and mostly relevant, but there is room for improvement in terms of recency, breadth, and international diversity. 

Below is my detailed evaluation:

The Strengths of the Reference List are as follows:

Theoretical Coverage:Foundational theories such as the Fraud Triangle (Cressey, 1953) and Fraud Diamond (Wolfe & Hermanson, 2014) are appropriately cited.The COSO (2013) framework is included, which is relevant for internal control discussions.

Empirical Support: The manuscript cites various empirical studies on fraud in higher education, such as Fitriyah (2016), Aaron & Roche (2013), and Kirya (2019).

Recent Literature: Several recent references (2023–2025) are included, e.g.:

Hartanto et al. (2025)

Shonhadji & Irwandi (2024)

Lituhayu et al. (2023)

Couchoux (2024)

Cerda-Navarro et al. (2022)

The Areas that need Improvement are as follows:

Limited International Representation:

Many of the cited studies are Indonesia-focused, which limits the global applicability of the findings. More literature from other regions (e.g., Africa, Europe, North America) would strengthen the manuscripts’s international relevance.

Some Outdated Sources: A few references (e.g., Cressey, 1953) are classic but should be complemented with newer empirical validations or critiques.

Gaps in Methodological Citations: While MANOVA is used, no statistical or methodological sources are cited to support the analytical approach (e.g., Field, Tabachnick & Fidell, or Hair et al.).

Ethics and Institutional Governance: Given the theme of academic integrity and fraud, additional references related to ethics in education governance (e.g., UNESCO, OECD, or Council for Higher Education Accreditation reports) could strengthen the policy implications.

Scant Reference to Anti-Fraud Training Models or Interventions:The manuscript recommends anti-fraud literacy and participatory strategies but lacks references to existing models or tools from literature or global best practices.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The manuscript shows a commendable structure and thoughtful organisation; however, the quality of English requires moderate improvement before it can be considered suitable for scholarly publication. 

Below are my detailed evaluation:

The Strengths in Language Use:
Logical Flow: The manuscript generally follows a clear structure Abstract, Introduction, Methodology, Results, and Conclusion with appropriate transitions.

Technical Terminology: It correctly uses key concepts like fraud prevention, detection, monitoring, COSO, MANOVA, etc., which show domain knowledge.

Intent is Clear: Despite grammatical issues, the author’s intended message is usually understandable.

The Common Language Issues that I Identified:

Grammatical Errors and Awkward Constructions: Example: “comparative drug design”  completely out of context; should be “comparative study design”.

Frequent misuses of articles, prepositions, and verb tense (e.g., “show that academic status has a significant effect…” should be “shows that…”).

Wordiness and Repetition:Some sentences are unnecessarily long and repetitive, reducing clarity.

Example: “Fraud in the higher education environment is becoming increasingly complex, involving a range of violations…” could be shortened for directness.

Incorrect Word Choices: Example: “against fraud prevention strategies” implies opposition; “regarding” or “toward” is more appropriate.

“Academic society” should be replaced with “academic community” or “academic stakeholders”.

Inconsistent or Informal Tone: Phrases like “this finding confirms the importance...” could be made more precise with “These findings suggest…” or “The results indicate…”.

Use of passive voice is inconsistent.

Abstract and Conclusion Language: These sections lack the polish expected in scholarly journals and sometimes overgeneralise findings without sufficient nuance.

Punctuation and Formatting Issues:Commas, quotation marks, and hyphenation are inconsistently applied.Capitalisation errors (e.g., “Students, Lecturers, and Educational Staff” used inconsistently).
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