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ABSTRACT 

	
Aims: Fraud in the higher education environment is becoming increasingly complex, involving a range of violations that span from academic dishonesty, document forgery, and financial misappropriation. This study aims to analyze the differences in perceptions of fraud prevention strategies based on academic status (students, lecturers, and education personnel). Fraud prevention strategies are examined through four main dimensions: prevention, detection, investigation, and sanctions, as well as monitoring and evaluation.
Population and Sample: The population in this study consisted of academicians in the college environment, including students, lecturers, and educational personnel. Sampling techniques were employed using purposive sampling, with participants meeting the criteria of having at least one year of experience in higher education institutions.
Methodology: A quantitative approach was used in the research design and multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to analyze data from 161 respondents obtained through purposive sampling.
Results: The instrument was adapted from the Fraud Triangle and Fraud Diamond theories, as well as the COSO control framework. The MANOVA results show that academic status has a significant effect on the perception of the fraud prevention strategy (p < 0.05). Significant differences were found in the dimensions of detection, investigation, and monitoring, where lecturers had higher perceptions than students. 
Conclusion: This finding confirms the importance of a participatory approach to designing fraud prevention strategies that involve all elements of the academic community. Equitable anti-fraud literacy training is recommended to strengthen collective supervision and foster a culture of integrity in higher education institutions.
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Fraud in tertiary institutions has received increasing attention in recent years. Various cases, such as manipulation of values, plagiarism, forgery of academic documents, misuse of research funds, and corruption of internal administration, have tarnished the reputation of higher education institutions in various countries, including Indonesia  (Hartanto, Rahayu, Maemunah, & Hernawati, 2025; Julián & Bonavia, 2021; Kirya, 2019). Fraud in higher education has a long-term impact, including increased educational debt, loss of public confidence, and damage to academic integrity (Hartanto et al., 2025; Smith & Darcus, 2021). Educational institutions, which should be the guardians of intellectual integrity, often become epicenters of ethical deviation and governance failure. This indicates that fraud control in the campus environment is insufficient solely through an administrative approach but requires a systemic, participatory, and integrated prevention strategy that encompasses all levels of the academic community.

Research conducted over the last decade has significantly contributed to our understanding of the structural dimensions of fraud prevention. Wolfe and Hermanson (2014) introduced the development of the Fraud Triangle Theory into the Fraud Diamond by adding capability elements, which emphasize the importance of the organizational system in detecting and preventing fraud. Omer, Sharp, and Wang (2018) demonstrate that the effectiveness of internal controls influences fraud prevention in the education sector. Dorminey, Fleming, Kranacher, and Riley Jr (2012) emphasize that fraud is a dynamic process that requires a sustainable evaluation system. Conversely,Couchoux (2024) and Resnik (2014) emphasize the importance of integrating academic and financial supervision and fostering a strong culture of reporting. However, these studies generally still focus on the institutional and formal policy aspects and have not yet explored in depth the differences in perceptions and involvement of various elements of academics as policy implementers.

Lecturers, students, and education personnel have different roles in the supervision and implementation of anti-fraud policies. Lecturers have a strategic role in academic control and ethical compliance (Aprilisanda, Yuhertiana, & Priono, 2018). Students are most closely involved with the academic evaluation system and administrative management, while educational staff play a role in the operational and management aspects of educational resources. Differences in access to information, responsibilities, and expectations within each group can lead to varying perceptions of the fraud prevention strategies implemented by an institution. If this difference is not understood and managed effectively, achieving optimal fraud prevention strategy effectiveness will be challenging. Therefore, preventing fraud at the tertiary level requires a holistic approach that applies to all stakeholders in the higher education environment (Rasheed, 2023).

This study aims to identify this gap by examining the perceptions of the academic community regarding fraud prevention strategies in tertiary institutions using a multidimensional approach. This strategy comprises four main dimensions: prevention, detection, investigation, sanctions, and monitoring and evaluation. In contrast to previous studies that have only emphasized one or two aspects of the fraud control system, this study integrates the overall dimensions and tests differences in perceptions based on academic status using a multivariate statistical approach (MANOVA). Thus, this study offers novelty in two main aspects: first, in its comprehensive scope of dimensions in the fraud prevention strategy, and second, in its focus on testing differences in perceptions between academic roles, which have rarely been examined simultaneously.

This study is based on the theories of the Fraud Triangle (Cressey, 1953) dan fraud diamond (Wolfe & Hermanson, 2014), which explain that fraud occurs due to the interaction between pressure, opportunities, rationalization, and an individual's capabilities within the system. In this context, fraud prevention strategies must be designed to minimize opportunities through policies, strengthen reporting systems to reduce pressure, and instill ethical values and sanction systems that reduce rationalization and increase deterrent effects. This framework is based on the principle of internal control from COSO (2013), which serves as the basis for compiling the measurement indicators and instruments.

Given the complex challenges in the higher education environment and the lack of studies examining the specific roles of academics in preventing fraud, this research is important. The results of this study are expected to contribute theoretically to enriching the literature on anti-fraud strategies, particularly in understanding the role of fraud, as well as provide practical contributions in designing policies and providing evidence-based interventions. By understanding how lecturers, students, and education personnel perceive fraud prevention strategies differently, higher-education institutions can design approaches that are not only normative but also functional, adaptive, and participatory.

The academic community comprises three main elements: students, lecturers, and educational staff. Each plays a strategic role in fostering a culture of integrity on campus. The lecturer acts as an academic role model, conveying the values of integrity in teaching and being responsible for academic and administrative supervision (Hanim Fadzil, Haron, & Jantan, 2005). Students, as the primary actors in the learning process, have a moral responsibility to uphold the values of academic honesty and participate in institutional oversight.

Fitriyah (2016) found that internal control weaknesses in public universities often create opportunities for fraud, particularly in the form of asset and financial deviations (Sofyani, Abu Hasan, & Saleh, 2022) . Additionally, the lack of optimal function of the Internal Supervision Unit (SPI) is attributed to the absence of further supervision of SPI recommendations that the rector does not implement. Meanwhile, educational staff play a role in administrative and campus management, which is also vulnerable to fraud (Ogunode, Ohunene, & Olatunde-Aiyedun, 2022). According to Shonhadji and Irwandi (2024), the success of implementing anti-fraud strategies is strongly influenced by the level of active involvement of all elements in the academic community. Therefore, empowering roles and increasing fraud literacy at all levels are essential for establishing a robust internal control system.

Fraud in the university environment is not limited to financial deviations; it also includes violations of academic ethics, administrative manipulation, and abuse of authority. In this context, fraud prevention is a crucial aspect of effective institutional governance (Hartanto & Rahayu, 2024; Hartanto, Sukarmanto, Rahayu, Aulia, & Puspita, 2024; Rahayu, 2023; Rahayu, Hartanto, Rohayati, & Harni, 2024). Fitriyah (2016) also emphasized the importance of "tone at the top", namely, the role of top management (such as the Chancellor) in providing examples and commitment to a strong internal control system. When university leadership fails to follow up on SPI audit results, the effectiveness of fraud prevention is weakened. According to Abdullahi, Mansor, and Nuhu (2015), fraud prevention strategies should be prepared in a multidimensional manner, encompassing preventive measures, early detection, investigation, and sanction systems, as well as sustainable monitoring and evaluation. This multidimensional approach is considered more effective because it can address the systemic weaknesses that allow fraud to occur. Solely administrative prevention is insufficient without the involvement of all elements of the academic community in fostering a culture of integrity and collective oversight. Therefore, this study adopts four main dimensions in measuring fraud prevention strategies: prevention, detection, investigation, and sanctions as well as monitoring and evaluation.

Prevention is the first layer of the fraud control system. This dimension encompasses policies, organizational culture, and educational mechanisms aimed at reducing individual opportunities and motivation to deviate from the norm. Prevention is a crucial first step in mitigating fraud risk. Increasing public awareness of the consequences of fraud can be a significant preventive measure (Amasiatu & Shah, 2018). Research indicates that effective risk management of cheating is most successful when implemented through robust prevention capabilities, where steps are taken to minimize the likelihood of fraud (Yusti, Triyadi, & Ramadhan, 2021). Therefore, strong internal policies and awareness training for integrity can help strengthen these efforts.

Hanim Fadzil et al. (2005) state that a good understanding of the principles of ethics and internal control systems will foster obedient behavior in adhering to regulations. One of the primary aspects of prevention is anti-fraud education and ethics that target all campus elements, including students. An academic code of ethics, which is explicitly communicated and consistently upheld, can serve as a collective reminder of the integrity standards that must be maintained (Rahayu, 2024). The application of the reporting system (whistle-blowing mechanism) is also a crucial component of promoting transparency.

Detection is a stage at which the initial indication of fraud can be identified before it develops into a complex case (Ali et al., 2022). Higher education institutions need to have an internal audit system and information technology that can reveal patterns of administrative and academic deviations. McHaney, Cronan, and Douglas (2016) found that the use of academic information systems in an integrated manner contributed to reducing the likelihood of data manipulation and administrative fraud. Periodic audit implementation, both in the financial and academic domains, plays an important role in maintaining institutional accountability. In addition, according to Ullah (2022), the effectiveness of detection is highly dependent on the clarity of the institutional procedure and response to incoming reports. When the academic community feels that the fraud report is taken seriously, trust in the supervisory system will increase.

Investigations and sanctions are a form of institutional response to fraud reports or findings. In the context of higher education, the investigation process must be carried out transparently and fairly to avoid biased perception. Research by Kassem and Higson (2016) confirms that a strict and proportional sanction system for violations can increase the deterrent effect and strengthen institutional integrity. Cerda-Navarro, Touza, Morey-López, and Curiel (2022) emphasized the importance of the principle of zero tolerance towards violations of academic ethics. However, sanctions policies must also be balanced with equivalent treatment of all campus elements without discrimination. This confirms that procedural justice is the foundation of a credible internal law enforcement system.

Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) serves as a sustainable mechanism for strengthening fraud prevention strategies. Dorminey et al. (2012) and Taherdoost (2021) explain that the fraud prevention system is dynamic and requires regular evaluation to remain adaptive to changes in the risk environment. Evaluation is conducted on the effectiveness of policies, the implementation of audits, and follow-up on the findings or reports of fraud. In practice, M&E activities can be realized through integrity training, student involvement, and staff involvement in the supervision forum, as well as the development of digital systems for reporting and monitoring cases. Abdullahi et al. (2015) state that the success of the anti-fraud strategy is very dependent on the sustainability of the monitoring system and the willingness of institutions to learn from previous failures.

Based on the study of theory and findings in previous research, fraud prevention strategies in the tertiary environment are a multidimensional system that includes aspects of prevention, detection, investigation, and sanctions, as well as monitoring and evaluation. The effectiveness of applying this strategy is strongly influenced by the extent to which the academic community understands and is involved in the control system. A study conducted by Ramdhany et al. found that students and lecturers have different perceptions of academic fraud behavior and the importance of academic integrity (Ramdhany, Triantoro, Hardiana, & Mulyadi, 2023). The study revealed that institutional-level prevention efforts, including training and clear policies, can foster a stronger culture of integrity in the academic environment. Lecturers, students, and education personnel are the key actors in efforts to prevent corruption in the higher education environment (Kirya, 2019). Ultimately, the existence of programs that combat academic fraud necessitates collaboration among all parties, including faculty, students, and educational personnel, to foster an environment that promotes academic integrity (Aaron & Roche, 2013; Adeyemo & Obafemi, 2024). Therefore, this research formulates the following hypotheses:

H₁: There are significant differences in perception of fraud prevention strategies based on academic status (students, lecturers, and education personnel) in the dimensions of prevention, detection, investigation, and sanctions, as well as monitoring and evaluation.


2. methodology

2.1 Research Approach and Design
This study employs a quantitative approach with comparative drug design to analyze differences in the perception of fraud prevention strategies in the higher education environment based on academic status (students, lecturers, and education personnel). This approach was chosen to explore whether there are significant differences in the perception of the four dimensions of fraud prevention strategies —namely, prevention, detection, investigation, and monitoring —which are measured simultaneously and multivariately.

2.2 Population and sample
The population in this study consisted of academicians in the college environment, including students, lecturers, and educational personnel. Sampling techniques were employed using purposive sampling, with participants meeting the criteria of having at least one year of experience in higher education institutions. The number of samples analyzed was 161 respondents, with the following distribution: students (n = 154), lecturers (n = 69), and education staff (n = 14). Although there was an imbalance between groups, the analysis technique used considered dishomogeneity through a robust statistical approach.

2.3 Data Analysis Techniques
The instrument, in the form of a structured questionnaire, was developed based on literature and theories related to fraud prevention. The four main dimensions were measured using a series of statements on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Content validity was assessed through expert judgment, while instrument reliability was tested using Cronbach's alpha analysis, which yielded a coefficient value greater than 0.70 for all dimensions, indicating an adequate level of reliability. Furthermore, data were analyzed using the Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) approach to test simultaneous differences in the four dimensions of the fraud prevention strategy based on academic status. Before performing MANOVA, the assumption test was carried out in the form of Box's M Test to test the homogeneity of the covariance matrix between groups and Levene’s Test to test the homogeneity of the variance of each dependent variable.

Because there is a violation of the assumption of homogeneity (p <0.05 in box’s m and several variables on the Levene’s Test), the interpretation of MANOVA is focused on the statistics of Pillai’s Trace, which is more robust to violating assumptions. In addition, to analyze differences between groups, the Between-Subjects Effects test was used, followed by the post-hoc Games-Howell test, because the number of samples was not balanced and the variance was not homogeneous. The analysis was conducted using the IBM SPSS Statistics software version 26.


2.4 Variable Operationalization
This study employs an independent variable, namely the academic status of respondents (students, lecturers, and education staff), and four dependent variables that represent the dimensions of the fraud prevention strategy: Prevention, Detection, Investigation, and Monitoring. These four dimensions were adapted from the control framework (Abdullahi et al., 2015; COSO, 2013; Dorminey et al., 2012; Prenzler, 2020). Fraud is commonly used in the Governance of Public and Higher Education. Each dimension was measured using several indicators that were developed into questionnaire items. Fraud is commonly used in the Governance of Public and Higher Education. Each dimension was measured using several indicators that were developed into questionnaire items.

Table 1. Operational Variables
	Variable
	Dimensional
	Indicator
	Scale

	Academic Status (X)
	Academic Status
	Students, Lecturers, Nominal Education Staff
	Nominal

	Fraud Prevention Strategy (Y)
	Prevention
	Understanding of anti-fraud policies, availability of procedures, and fraud literacy campaigns
	Likert

	
	Detection
	Internal reporting system, clarity of complaints mechanisms, involvement in reporting
	Likert

	
	Investigation
	Further action on the fraud report, transparency of the investigation process, and accountability
	Likert

	
	Monitoring
	Periodic evaluation, feedback on reports, and follow-up to recommendations.
	Likert





3. results and discussion
The results of the Analysis of Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) show that the academic status of respondents has a significant significant influence on the combination of the four dimensions of the Fraud Prevention Strategy, namely Prevention, Detection, Investigation, and Monitoring (Wilks' Lambda = 0.904, F (8, 310) = 1,996, p = 0.047). The four main multivariate statistics (Pillai’s Trace, Wilks' Lambda, Hotel’s Trace, and Roy’s Largest Root) provide consistent results, indicate that academic status (students, lecturers, and education personnel) contribute to differences in perceptions of the aggregate fraud prevention strategies. The significance value below the threshold of 0.05 shows that there is at least one different strategy dimension significantly between academic status groups

[bookmark: _GoBack]Table 2. Multivariate Tests
	Effect
	Value
	F
	Hypothesis df
	Error df
	Sig.

	Intercept
	Pillai's Trace
	.982
	2168.049
	4.000
	155.000
	.000

	
	Wilks' Lambda
	.018
	2168.049
	4.000
	155.000
	.000

	
	Hotelling's Trace
	55.950
	2168.049
	4.000
	155.000
	.000

	
	Roy's Largest Root
	55.950
	2168.049
	4.000
	155.000
	.000

	Status
Academic
	Pillai's Trace
	.098
	2.006
	8.000
	312.000
	.045

	
	Wilks' Lambda
	.904
	1.996b
	8.000
	310.000
	.047

	
	Hotelling's Trace
	.103
	1.985
	8.000
	308.000
	.048

	
	Roy's Largest Root
	.063
	2.444c
	4.000
	156.000
	.049


Further analysis through the Between-Subjects Effects test strengthens these findings, where significance is obtained in three of the four dependent variables. No significant effect of academic status on the prevention dimension (F = 1,576; p = 0.210), but there is a significant difference in the detection dimension (F = 3,170; p = 0.045), investigation (F = 3,531; p = 0.032), and monitoring (F = 3,535; p = 0.031). Although the coefficient of determination (R²) is relatively small for the three significant variables (3.9%), this finding shows a significant contribution from academic status in influencing the perception of the effectiveness of the implementation of fraud prevention strategies, especially in operational and evaluative aspects. Thus, these results confirm that the differentiation of roles and experiences between academic groups has implications for the way they view, assess, and respond to fraud control policies within the Higher Education Institution.

Table 3. Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
	Source
	Dependent Variable
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Academic Status
	Prevention
	.883
	2
	.442
	1.576
	.210

	
	Detection
	1.488
	2
	.744
	3.170
	.045

	
	Investigation
	1.249
	2
	.625
	3.531
	.032

	
	Monitoring
	1.403
	2
	.702
	3.535
	.031

	R Squared = ,039 (Adjusted R Squared = ,026)



To ensure the assumption of variance homogeneity in ANOVA analysis, a Levene test is conducted for each dependent variable. The test results in Table 4 indicate that three of the four variables —prevention (p = 0.038), detection (p = 0.005), and investigation (p = 0.015) —do not meet the assumptions of homogeneity, as the significance values are below the threshold of 0.05. Only monitoring variables that meet the assumptions of variance homogeneity (p = 0.061). Based on this condition, the selection of the Post Hoc method using the games approach is considered the most appropriate, as this method does not require the same variance and is suitable for use when group distributions are not balanced.

Tabel 4. Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variance
	Dependent Variable
	F
	df1
	df2
	Sig.

	Prevention
	3.350
	2
	158
	.038

	Detection
	5.547
	2
	158
	.005

	Investigation
	4.341
	2
	158
	.015

	Monitoring
	2.849
	2
	158
	.061



The results of further analysis using the Post Hoc Games-Howell test in Table 4 showed a difference in the perception of the Fraud Prevention Strategy based on the academic status of respondents, which consisted of students, lecturers, and education personnel. Although there was no significant difference in the prevention dimension among the three groups (P > 0.05), further analysis revealed that lecturers tended to have higher perceptions than the other groups, although this difference was not statistically significant. In the detection dimension, a significant difference was found between students and lecturers (p = 0.002), where lecturers showed a higher perception of the effectiveness of procedures and ability to detect potential fraud. Meanwhile, there was no significant difference between students and education personnel or between education staff and lecturers.

Similar findings were observed in the investigation dimension, where significant differences re-emerged between students and lecturers (p = 0.012). The lecturer consistently shows a higher level of understanding and attention to the reporting and investigation of fraud than the students. Educational staff occupy the middle position, but the difference between students and lecturers is not statistically significant. The same pattern was observed in the monitoring dimension, where significant differences were found between students and lecturers (p = 0.006), with lecturers exhibiting higher perceptions of aspects related to supervision and evaluation of fraud prevention strategies. Overall, these results suggest that lecturers perceive fraud prevention efforts as stronger than students, particularly in terms of detection, investigation, and monitoring. Conversely, educational staff did not show significant differences in perception compared with the other two groups. This shows the existence of constructive differences in understanding the roles and responsibilities of fraud prevention in the tertiary environment, which is likely to be influenced by the level of functional involvement and exposure to academic institutional governance policy.

Table 5. Post Hoc Games-Howell Test
	Dependent Variable
	(I) Status_ Akademik
	(J) Status_ Akademik
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Prevention
	Student
	Education Staff
	-.0644
	.15807
	.913
	-.4843
	.3554

	
	
	Lecturer
	-.2048*
	.07609
	.024
	-.3870
	-.0226

	
	Education Staff
	Student
	.0644
	.15807
	.913
	-.3554
	.4843

	
	
	Lecturer
	-.1404
	.16009
	.664
	-.5632
	.2825

	
	Lecturer
	Student
	.2048*
	.07609
	.024
	.0226
	.3870

	
	
	Education Staff
	.1404
	.16009
	.664
	-.2825
	.5632

	Detection
	Student
	Education Staff
	-.0483
	.14091
	.938
	-.4220
	.3255

	
	
	Lecturer
	-.2672*
	.07386
	.002
	-.4447
	-.0897

	
	Education Staff
	Student
	.0483
	.14091
	.938
	-.3255
	.4220

	
	
	Lecturer
	-.2189
	.14504
	.317
	-.5989
	.1610

	
	Lecturer
	Student
	.2672*
	.07386
	.002
	.0897
	.4447

	
	
	Education Staff
	.2189
	.14504
	.317
	-.1610
	.5989

	Investigation
	Student
	Education Staff
	.1415
	.15102
	.629
	-.2639
	.5469

	
	
	Lecturer
	-.2112*
	.07060
	.012
	-.3820
	-.0404

	
	Education Staff
	Student
	-.1415
	.15102
	.629
	-.5469
	.2639

	
	
	Lecturer
	-.3527
	.15734
	.100
	-.7667
	.0613

	
	Lecturer
	Student
	.2112*
	.07060
	.012
	.0404
	.3820

	
	
	Education Staff
	.3527
	.15734
	.100
	-.0613
	.7667

	Monitoring
	Student
	Education Staff
	.0182
	.14475
	.991
	-.3686
	.4050

	
	
	Lecturer
	-.2560*
	.07863
	.006
	-.4466
	-.0654

	
	Education Staff
	Student
	-.0182
	.14475
	.991
	-.4050
	.3686

	
	
	Lecturer
	-.2742
	.15398
	.210
	-.6746
	.1262

	
	Lecturer
	Student
	.2560*
	.07863
	.006
	.0654
	.4466

	
	
	Education Staff
	.2742
	.15398
	.210
	-.1262
	.6746



Post-hoc results confirmed that lecturers had significantly higher perceptions than students in the detection (p = 0.002), investigation (p = 0.012), and monitoring (p = 0.006) dimensions. Conversely, no significant differences were found between lecturers and education personnel, or between students and education personnel. This finding indicates that lecturers, as key actors in academic processes and institutional governance, have a higher level of awareness and participation in fraud detection and evaluation strategies. In contrast, students and education personnel tended to have lower and relatively similar perceptions. This difference can be attributed to variations in the structural positions, formal responsibilities, and levels of access to anti-fraud institutional policies.

This finding empirically supports Research Hypothesis (H₁), which states that there are differences in the perception of fraud prevention strategies based on the academic status of the four strategy dimensions. In particular, significant differences were found in three of the four dimensions: detection, investigation, and sanctions, as well as monitoring and evaluation. Although no significant differences were found in the prevention dimension, the overall results still showed that academic status is a factor that distinguishes individual perceptions of the effectiveness of anti-fraud strategies in tertiary institutions. This suggests that the primary research hypothesis is partially supported, reinforcing the theoretical framework of this study. In general, it can be said that monitoring involving students and lecturers can increase the effectiveness of reporting and continuous improvement of the internal control system (Lituhayu, Rahman, Muluk, & Huda, 2023).

The results of this study align with the research findings of Hanim Fadzil et al. (2005) , which indicate that lecturers tend to have a more comprehensive understanding of internal control mechanisms and fraud reporting than students because of their professional roles and responsibilities in maintaining the institution's integrity (Pell & Amigud, 2023). In this context, lecturers have greater access to training, academic forums, and internal reporting systems, which shape their perceptions of the importance of fraud detection and investigation systems. The findings of this study align with those of Fitriyah (2016) , who showed that lecturers and internal auditors are more exposed to training, audits, and policy information related to fraud prevention than students and education personnel. Conversely, students, who are often not directly involved in administrative activities or organizational decision-making, have a limited structural understanding of this mechanism.

Lecturers, as part of academic management, tend to be more aware of the risk of fraud and are more likely to be exposed to anti-corruption training and internal audit procedures than other employees. This finding is consistent with the results of this study, where lecturers have a significantly higher perception than students in the monitoring aspect, which includes continuing evaluation and reporting on follow-up of fraud. Meanwhile, the education staff did not show significant differences compared with the other two groups. These results reflect a tendency often found in administrative roles but not typically involved in strategic decision-making or academic processes. Abdullahi et al. (2015) also suggest that non-academic staff have a more neutral perception of the fraud control system, likely due to their limited involvement in the core academic process and policy supervision.
Theoretically, these findings support the framework of the fraud triangle and diamond fraud, where the perception of fraud prevention and detection is influenced not only by rationality and pressure factors but also by capacity and access to institutional information (Dorminey et al., 2012). This implies that differences in roles and exposure to the internal control system affect the level of understanding and concern for preventing fraud in the Higher Education environment.

4. Conclusion

Overall, the findings of this study suggest that the differences significantly influence the effectiveness of fraud prevention strategies in the higher education environment, particularly in the roles, positions, and levels of involvement among internal campus actors, including lecturers, students, and education personnel. Lecturers tend to have a higher perception of aspects related to the detection, investigation, and monitoring of fraud compared to other groups, which reflects their strategic role in the academic governance system. Conversely, students and education personnel show lower and relatively similar perceptions, indicating their limited access to institutional information and internal supervision systems.

Therefore, to ensure that fraud prevention strategies run effectively and sustainably, an approach is needed that not only emphasizes normative aspects through regulations and policies but also fosters participation by increasing anti-fraud literacy at all levels of the academic community. The implementation of Sustainable Training, Inclusive Policy Socialization, and Empowering the Roles of Students and Educational Personnel in the Internal Control System is a strategic step that the management of higher education institutions must consider. Thus, the prevention of fraud can be internalized as part of a collective and responsible organizational culture.

Although this research has made an initial contribution to understanding the dynamics of perception to fraud prevention strategies based on academic status, several directions of further research need to be considered. First, subsequent research can expand the scope of institutions to compare the pattern of perceptions between types of tertiary institutions (Negeri vs. Private), or between countries and different education systems. Second, the use of a qualitative or mixed method (mixed methods) can enrich the understanding of contextual factors that affect the perception and involvement of actors in fraud prevention. Third, future research can also integrate the psychological dimensions or organizational culture to explain the variation of perceptions that are not only sourced from formal roles, but also from the internal values of individuals and institutions. Finally, the development and testing of anti-fraud literacy intervention models based on academic roles can make a significant practical contribution to higher education governance, leading to greater transparency and accountability.
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