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ABSTRACT

This paper aims 1) to study the driving factors of fraud in organizations according
to the fraud triangle theory and to test the relationship of such factors, and 2) to
develop and check for consistency of the fraud triangle structural equation model with
empirical data. The data were collected from a sample of 362 executives, finance and
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accounting staffs. The implement used for measurement was a questionnaire with
seven-point scale, and the data were analyzed using structural equation modeling.

The results indicated that; 1) pressure opportunity and rationalization are driving
factors of fraud in organizations and positively related, and 2) fraud triangle structurat
equation model corresponded to the empirical data, where RMSEA =0.042, TLI =0.967,
CFl =0.974, CMIN/df =2.163, NFI =0.951, p-value=0.061, which met the criteria set for
the results of variable analysis. The findings identify the fraud factors which can be
adapted to reduce corruption in the organizations.

Keywords
Fraud Triangle, Motivation for Fraud, Organization, Structural Equation Modeling,
Eastemn Economic Corridor
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Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA)

<0.08, preferably under 0.05 (Browne & Mels,
1990)

Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI)

The closer to 1.0, the better. Recommended is
higher than 0.90 (Bentler, 1992)

Comparative Fit Index (CFI)
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3.0 or as high as 5.0 (1.0 <)X/df < 5.0) (Hair, Babin,
Anderson & Black, 2018)
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