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Abstract

Despite the Nigerian government efforts at redudhmg incidence of fraud and corruption through mess
such as establishing and strengthening organs oduatability and promoting the global best corperat
practices, fraud and financial crimes in the pubéctor continue to be on the increase. This pexsmnines the
capability and competence requirements — Knowle@fe), Skills (SR) and Task performance fraud risk
assessment (TPFRA) of a forensic accountant andoaud the Nigerian public sector. Also, this syud
determines whether the forensic accountant hasehiivels of SR, KR and TPFRA requirements than the
auditor in an emergent area of fraud preventioteatmn and response. The study employed crosssat
design and a survey method. Of the 550 questioemdlistributed, 422 questionnaires were returneldoaih of
which 328 questionnaires retained for analysis. Vagables are considered a between-subject faatdr
measured at two levels with a total of 29 obsemdieims (including demography information). Thedstused
PLS-SEM (SmartPLS 2.0 M3) and IBM SPSS ver. 20.¢hagrimary statistical analysis tools. The resof
the study confirm the significant positive relatitip of SR on TPFRA and KR on TPFRA. Also, the figs
revealed that the forensic accountant has signifibgher levels of KR, SR and TPFRA than auditoraspect
of fraud prevention, detection and response. Ti@ication of this study might result in the ovénaduction

of fraud and fraudulent acts, promote institution@gulatory and legal framework, and create awesn
amongst the accounting and auditing institutionthenNigerian public sector.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In Nigeria, in spite of the government determinatio lessen the occurrence of fraud and corrupttices
through interventions such as establishing FiResponsibility Act (2007) and Public Procurement @&007),
creating Due Process Policy in the Presidency (Nigeria Treasury Circular of 5 July 2002), and istytaening
the Independent Corrupt Practices Commission (206@) Economic and Financial Crimes Commission (Act
No. 5 of 2002) and the Code of Conduct Bureau (Cap, LFN 2004), fraud and corruption in the pulsiéctor
continue to be on the increase. Thus, the regutaory by the civil societies and opposition greu

The prevalent lapse might indicate that accournding auditing systems management in the public sbetee
failed, and hence, the motivation to make a difieeewith this study by investigating the accountamy
auditing systems management (i.e. capability andpstence requirements in fraud prevention, detedcicd
response) in Nigeria. The accounting and audigysgiems management lies with the Office of the Aotant-
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General of the Federation and the Auditor-Genematlfe Federation. The two offices have respongéslion
the forensic accountants, accountants and audiitdhe Nigerian public sector.

The tremendous loss attributable to the fraud & ghblic sector environment has a direct influeonethe
expansion and provision of infrastructure, fa@btiand utilities in Nigeria. Promoting public trus incumbent
on the management of every ministry, department agehcy to institute adequate measures of cortrol t
strengthen its activities in order to attain thethmrporate governance practices (COSO, 2013grdture has
shown that no nation is immune from fraud (PopodG4; NFAAFI, 2013; Wuerges, 2011; Chui, 201Q)is|
necessary for the authority in any organisationdésign adequate procedures for the primary purpbse
detecting and responding to fraud that may bedaddiffifor any fraud perpetrator(s) to function.

The corporate scandals (SOX Act, 2002) that ocduatehe beginning of the century brought aboutnuns to
the auditing profession. The Public Accounting Gigit Board Standing Advisory Group (PCAOB, SAG)
recognized the challenges faced by the auditortaibmud prevention, detection and response. Suleselythe
SAG charged accounting researchers to determinéhethfrensic accountants can detect fraud in @ifsignt
manner than auditors in the organisation (PCAOBS20

Consequent upon the challenge motivated by theaser in public sector fraud, the necessity forrre$oand
the establishment of various institutional, legalgulatory and ethical frameworks cannot be digcgh but
ripe for strengthening and purposeful directiomp®bla, Ahmad and Samsudin (2014) stated that therisan
Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA)aw the first among the auditing standard-settergdot to
the fraud challenges. The AICPA released the Bimt¢ on Auditing Standards (SAS) No. 99, Consid@nabf
fraud in a financial statement audit (AICPA, 2002)e Institute of Chartered Accountants of Nig€hHaAN),

follows suit by issuing the Nigerian Standards ardiing (NSA) No 5, The Auditor’s responsibility tmnsider
fraud in an audit of financial statements (PoppAlamad & Shamsiah, 2014; ICAN, 2005). The motifehe
two professional body is purely to enhancing theitaguality and restoring public trust.

These two standards seek to address the conceansréate public outcry on the financial statensmitors’
failure or inability to prevent, detect, and respeto fraud. One of the recommendations in SAS99adeals
with the overall responses to the risk of mateméstatement due to fraud on the assignment obpaet and
supervision. To be specific, section 50 states ‘tthet auditor must assign additional persons wjbcglised
skill and knowledge such as forensic and informmatiechnology specialists” in identifying and resgimg to
the risk of material misstatement due to fraudrooran the financial statement audit” (AICPA, 2002

As a result of the public lamentations on the failof auditors to address fraud issues, PinkharhQR6tated
that the legislation responded by carrying out ifiggmt changes in the rules for corporate goveceamauditor
independence, financial disclosure, and corporateirtal liability. In Nigeria, other regulatory aridspecting
institutions such as the Due Process and Debt Regavere established. Also, the Fiscal ResporityibAct
(2007) and Public Procurement Act (2007) were ohiiced to reducing fraudulent practices, misappabiori

of funds, diversion of government properties arfteobccupational fraud (Popoola, Ayoib & Samsudipl 3).
Similarly, other organs of accountability and tqaa®ncy in Nigeria, such as the EFCC, ICPC, Sp&ualrol
Unit on Money Laundering (SCUML) — an integral paftEFCC, Code of Conduct Bureau (CCB), and Code of
Conduct Tribunal (CCT) have extensive powers tolém@nt all applicable laws to arraign, prosecute] a
confiscate money and property from any fraud oféeadon behalf of the government, and to regulage th
conduct of public sector employees, that is, thl servants. Notwithstanding all these measuress due to
fraud in the public sector continues to be on Hoegase.

Furthermore, the National Assembly that serveshasldgislative arm of the government institutededefal
investigation on several cases of fraud and widelgvised as part of their oversight function ofnidtries,
departments and agencies (MDAs). The National Wb$e investigated the Pension Fund misappropriation
Fuel Subsidy scandals, the Capital Market neaaps#l, amongst others. Readers are advised tohésrarious
organs of accountability in Nigeria websites forrm&raud and fraud-related cases.

To the best of the authors’ knowledge, perhaps ithithe first time an empirical study had examirnbd
relationship between KR and SR (forensic accourdadtauditor) and TPFRA in relation to fraud preimm
detection and response in the Nigerian public secto

This study recognises that the failure of the antiog and auditing systems management in the puaielator
encourages the continued increase in fraud andigtion in Nigeria and must be investigated withieawto
restoring public trust in the government (Davislet2010; DiGabriele, 2008; IFAC, 2005b).



1.1 Research Questions

Do forensic accountant and auditor KR relat€R&RA in the Nigerian public sector?
Do forensic accountant and auditor SR relafERBRA in the Nigerian public sector?
Does forensic accountant has higher levels of 8Rand TPFRA than auditor?
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1.2 Objectives of the study

1. To examine the relationship between KR (foreasitountant and auditor) and TPFRA in the Nigerian
public sector.

2. To investigate the relationship between SR (fsie accountant and auditor) and TPFRA in the
Nigerian public sector.

3. To determine whether forensic accountant hakehnitevels of KR, SR and TPFRA requirements than
the auditor.

1.3 Scope of the Study and Unit of Analysis

The unit of analysis is individuals and consiststloé forensic accountant, accountant and auditothén
accounting and auditing institutions in the Federabf Nigeria. These establishments are the Offit¢he
Accountant-General of the Federation and the Awndieneral for the Federation of Nigeria, which fotie
scope of the study.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Public Sector

The term “Public sector” is synonymous with the yisin of essential services, facilities and infrasture
where profit maximisation is not the primary motivEherefore, the public sector can be described as
organisation that is not privately owned but esshigld, run and funded by the government on beHatlhe
public (IPSASB, 2012; ICAN, 2009; Hassan, 2001).

2.2 TPFRA

Fraud risk assessment involves a vigorous andtiitergrocess for identifying and assessing riskshe
achievement of organization objectives (COSO, 2018yequires management of an organisation tcsicien
the effect of changes in the internal and exteenalironment that have the opportunity to rendesrimal control
less effective. The literature identifies risk assmeent as one of the five elements of internal rotmtand
consequently considers its implications as to thtenqtial and actual fraud in the organisationatirsgs (COSO,
2013).

TPFRA is the choice for this study since every stityi, department, and agency of government is ptore
variety of risks from all sources. Prior studiesén@onfirmed that TPFRA supports auditors regullagenature
and extent of audit procedures considered to infleethe prospect of detecting fraud (Wuerges, 2@y,
2010). Also, the documentation of fraud risk (AICP2997) during the planning stage of the audit and
subsequent review throughout the course of thegamant enhances auditors work. However, SAS No. 99
identifies risk factors to include an incentive poptunity and attitude or rationalisation (AICPA)Q). The
risk factors demonstrate that fraud risk assessimesita direct relationship to the effectivenesthefforensic
accountant and auditor’s fraud detection, preverdiod response in task performance.

2.3 Forensic Accountant KR and Auditor KR

According to Davis, Farrell and Ogilby (2010), th&CPA Core Wheel identifies seven areas as cotistfu
specialised knowledge of forensic accounting. &heas include fraud prevention, detection and mspo
computer forensic analysis, family law, valuatidimancial statement misrepresentation, economic adgs
calculations, and bankruptcy, insolvency and reaiggdion (AICPA, 2008; Durkin & Ueltzen, 2009). Ehi
paper embraces fraud detection, prevention andnsgpto counter the failure of the accounting awditeng
systems management in Nigeria. A forensic accotititas the wherewithal to entertain fraud and frealated
assignment based on its education and trainingpmneunication, legal, criminology, information techogy
and investigation (Davis et al., 2010). Similatpnsequent upon the impact of trade globalisatieny and

3



complicated legislation, advance in the use of sophistication of technology, forensic accountiegvices
will continue to be in hot demand in future yeaue grrimarily to the increased activities of frawist(Ekeigwe,
2011; Davis et al., 2010; Wells, 2005).

The literature is replete with the fact that indivals who are resourceful in the use of informatexhnology,
legal, investigative, criminology, and accountingl ywerform better in the areas of accounting relsoand
gathering, evaluating financial statement evidernioggrviewing, and serving as an expert witnessntha
individuals in auditing (Hopwood, Leiner, & Young008; Singleton, Singleton, Bologna & Lindquist,080).
To buttress the assertion, the International Edac&tandard No 8, Competence Requirements foeBsafnal
Accountants identifies the knowledge capabilityaadlitors to comprise “historical financial inforrwat audit at
a higher level, financial accounting and reportatga higher standard, and information technolodiFAC,
2006). The authors of this paper are in agreeméhtthe position of the previous studies sinceindividual
can give what he has not got. The knowledge capaluf auditors as presently constituted might bet
adequate and sufficient to counter the impact phsticated technology being deployed by fraud eegtors.
As a result, it will be an effort in futility to deand more than stipulated in the standards fromatluétors in
detecting, preventing and responding to fraud tiey emanate from the financial statement audit.

Similarly, auditor's knowledge in practice is ligit to the particular organisation environment asaps of the
audit assignment. Popoola, Che-Ahmad and SamsRaib}f argue that the statement by the auditinglsiraia
setters that requires auditors to be aware of thbgbility of fraud in a financial statement augttopwood et
al., 2008; AICPA, 2002) is meant to avoid liabilibpgcasioned by litigation. The pronouncement isaiye
scratching the back and mistrust amongst the fiahetatement stakeholders because fraud is relabangs in
no return on investments.

This study aligns with the Association of CertifiEchud Examiners (ACFE) statement that the starseiters
proclamation is not enough to detect fraud (ACFEDE 2004). In addition, Popoola (2014) agrees fizatd
prevention, detection and response is not a chptily and it requires a lot more than knowledgéistorical
financial information audit at a higher level, fir@al accounting and reporting at a higher standara
information technology (IFAC, 2006).

2.4 Forensic Accountant SR and Auditor SR

Specifically, the public sector accountants requipecialised skills to look at the evidence frorffedent
standpoints to recognize different possible intetggions of that evidence and the implications ludse
interpretations of the subject at hand. The foreascounting literature that has arisen since 8804 reflects
on the shifting scope of concerns concerning theragteristics, traits and skills of the forensicamtant
(Davis et al., 2010; DiGabriele, 2008).

Skills are attributes that relate to competencethénareas of knowledge and ability (IFAC, 2005Bprensic
accountant skills represent an exceptional ski sed techniques developed for the purpose ottilegethe
evidence of fraud (Davis et al., 2010; DiGabri€@p8). The literature supports that the auditorpg®vides
reasonable assurance about the audited finanatainsénts taken as a whole are specified fairlg/limaterial
respects, in accordance with Nigerian Standard®\wditing (NSAs) and International Auditing Standsrd
(IASs) and are, therefore, free of material misstant (ICAN, 2009; Davia, 2000).

In addition, the International Education Standaxl Bl Skills requirement of professional accountafiteat is,
auditors), to include intellectual skills, techrieand functional skills, interpersonal and commatian skills,
and organisational and business management sliWeC( 2005b). Prior studies had shown that therfisic
accountant skills requirements are deductive aiglygsitical thinking, investigative flexibility, pecific legal
knowledge, composure and communication (Popooli4 2DiGabriele, 2008)

3. RESEARCH FRAMEWORK
The assessment of fraud risks by applying the ®ceaccountant SR and KR may have the tendency to

motivate higher task performance than the auditBr &d SR in the public sector environment. Figure 1
represents the theoretical framework of KR and BRBFRA.



KNOWLEDGE
(Forensic Accountant and
Auditor)
TASK
PERFORMANCE
(Fraud Risk Assessment)
SKILLS
(Forensic Accountant and
Auditor)
Figurel. Theoretical Framework of KR and SR on TPFRA
4. HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT BASED ON EXTANT LITERATUR E
4.1 Importance of KR (Forensic Accountant and Audibr) on TPFRA

The first theoretical relationship in this studarfrework shows that the KR (forensic accountant auditor)
has a direct influence on TPFRA. Prior studies taghonstrated that any incremental differences owkedge
(specialized) can yield substantial performancengka as well as stimulating persons’ confidence,
determination, and commitment to accomplish theisi@e-making task (DiGabriele, 2008; Ramaswamy,
2007). Popoola (2014) empirically confirms theedir influence of KR on TPFRA in its study entitled
“Forensic Accountants, Auditors and Fraud: Capgbdind Competence Requirements in the Nigeriani®ubl
Sector” and Davis et al. (2010) in its study of @tearacteristics, Traits and Skills of the Foredsicountant.

In this study, forensic accountant KR differs frauditor KR in relation to fraud prevention, detentiand
response because the perpetrators have concealeadtivities through a series of complex transast that
may be difficult to trace (Ramaswamy, 2007; Brooksley, & Thomas, 2005). Similarly, SAS No. 99
recommended an increase to the use of forensicuating procedures to detect financial reportingudra
(AICPA, 2002).

This study argues that forensic accountants anicsdhave the tendency to assess all fraud risfofa such as
incentive, opportunity, attitude or rationalisatiand capability (Wolfe & Hermanson, 2004; AICPA,020
Cressey, 1953) at a higher and lower level basati@application of certain controls and procedurnce, a
forensic accountant and auditor knowledge requirgni@ve the potentials to assess fraud risk. Thus,
hypothesised that:

H1: KR (forensic accountant and auditor) has a pasitlationship with TPFRA
4.2 Importance of SR (Forensic Accountant and Auddr) on TPFRA

The second theoretical association in this resefmamework exemplifies the possibility that the €bsic
accountant and auditor SR has a direct influenc& RPIRRA. Prior literature shows that any extra dédfece in
skills can yield considerable performance changepgola, 2014). The effect of SR on TPFRA can ithpa
persons’ confidence, determination, and commitnterdichieve the real decision-making (DiGabrieleQ&0
Davis et al., 2010). Thus, a forensic accoungantt auditor SR has a direct relationship with TRER any
ministry, department and agency. Thus, it is hypsiged as follows:

H2: SR (forensic accountant and auditor) has a pesitilationship with TPFRA.
4.3 Differences between Forensic Accountant and Aitdr KR

Prior literature results support the argument fbegnsic accountants have the capability to asst$saud risk
factors at a higher and lower level than audit®ppola, 2014; Wuerges, 2011; Chui, 2010; Davi.e2010).
The statement has the potentials of force becduse dorensic accountant specialized knowledgaireqents
such as information technology knowledge, accognkinowledge, investigative knowledge (theories, ods
and patterns of fraud abuse), legal system and poocedures knowledge, and technology knowledge/iet
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al., 2010; DiGabriele, 2008; Hopwood et al., 20B&maswamy, 2007, 2005). Thus, a forensic accouataaht
auditor differ in terms of their KR. Thus, it isgthesised that:

H3: Forensic accountant has significant higher legékR than the auditor.
4.4 Differences between Forensic Accountant and Aitdr SR

Previous research demonstrated differences bettheeforensic accountant SR and the auditor SRlatioe to
fraud and financial crimes identification because perpetrators have concealed their activitiesuiin a series
of complex transactions, which may not be easytHerauditor to unravel (DiGabriele, 2008; BrookdeR &
Thomas, 2005). The forensic accountants play rifgignt role in government for symptoms of appretiee
financial activity and fraud by persons and bussess whereas the financial auditors are not exgeotéook
for any symptoms of fraud, rather they are meanagoertain, record, and evaluate the documentsQJFA
2005a), be conscious of the possibility of fraudGRA, 2002) and thereafter express an opinion (IFAC
2005a).

This study affirms that forensic accountants a@specialised skills through education, training aractice.
The skills comprises information technology skiaiditing skills, investigative skills, communiicat skills,
legal system and court procedural skills, and tetdgy skills (DiGabriele, 2008; Davis et al., 20Hppwood

et al.,, 2008). On the other hand, the skills resmaents of auditors are intellectual skills, techhiand
functional skills, interpersonal and communicatikills, and organisational and business managesigité
(IFAC, 2005b). The auditing standard-setters radfyiwvant auditors to be conscious of the possibdif fraud

in a financial statement audit (AICPA, 2002). Bytemsion, this is not a surety or assurance that its
responsibility includes fraud detection. Thussihiypothesized that:

H4: Forensic accountant has significant higher lewéSR requirement than the auditor.
4.5 Differences between Forensic Accountant and Aitdr Fraud Risk Assessment

Accounting practitioners, standard setters, andamehiers express concern for auditors’ superfieifire in
detecting fraud during the audit assignment (Ja2@08; Wells, 2005; AICPA, 2002). The Associatioih o
Certified Fraud Examiner (ACFE) argues that finahstatement auditors are not forensic accountaatd
examiner) and that external audits are not the raffitient way to detect or discover fraud (ACFE1D;
ACFE, 2008).

Similarly, the Nigerian Standards on Auditing (N9%9. 5, The Auditor’s responsibility to consideadid in an
audit of financial statements (ICAN, 2005) and &tatnt on Auditing Standard (SAS) No. 99, Considenatbf
fraud in a financial statement audit (AICPA, 20@prd auditors the opportunity of better directiam how to
enhance their potentials to improve audit qualityéspect of discovering significant financial négsments,
which may be caused by fraud or error.

SAS No. 99 guidelines for the assignment of persband supervision about overall responses to itheaf
material misstatement recommended:

“An auditor may respond to an identified risk of tevéal misstatements due to

fraud by giving additional persons with specializddlls and knowledge, such

as forensic and information technology (IT) spesial (AICPA, 2002, Sec.

316.50, p. 177).

Thus, a forensic accountant and auditor diffeleimis of their TPFRA in any ministry, department aggncy.
Thus, it is hypothesised as follows:

H5: Forensic accountant has significant higher leg€BEPFRA requirement than an auditor.

5. METHODOLOGY

5.1 Data Collection

The study employed the cross-sectional design asdney method. A final questionnaire was prepared

distributed after carrying out the content validifythe instruments, which involves consultationhwi2 experts
who are familiar with the constructs of the studihe questionnaire requests the respondents on their
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capabilities and competences about fraud preventigtection and response. The sample size of 404 is
determined through the use of Cohen, Cohen, WeksA#deen (2003) criterion from a sampling frame &f 196
forensic accountants and auditors. In total, 588stjonnaires were distributed to the respondentise Office

of Accountant General of the Federation and theitdudeneral for the Federation. The oversampling

146 questionnaires) is to take care of the loss tdudamages and cared free respondents (Popodld, 20
Salkind, 1997), and to ensure that non-responsedsid non-response rate will by no means affectebults

of the survey (Ringim, Razalli, & Hasnan, 2012).eTauthors ensure distribution ratio of 50:50 tos¢éhewvo
Offices.

In total, 422 questionnaires were returned thatesgnt 77% response rate. Out of 422, 94 questi@mwere
declared unusable (incompleteness and ineligibi@8; 11%) and univariate and multivariate outligds, 6%),
while usable questionnaires (328, 60%) constitaéedffective response rate. Linus (2001) considéf®d as
the acceptable response rate for any social sciehadies in Nigeria, which indicates this study nied
response rate requirement of 77% and effectiveoresprate of 60%.

5.2 Variables Measurement

All the measurement instruments for the three caot (KR, SR, and TPFRA) in this study were adépide
dependent variable of TPFRA is considered a betwsebiect factor and measured at two levels (highlaw
conditions). The measurement instruments of TPRRPe adapted from Dzomira (2014), Owens (2012), and
ACFE (2009) with 5 points Likert scale ranging frdn{strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) withiedns.
The independent variable of SR is considered a dmvgubject factor measured at two levels (forensic
accountant and auditor). The measurement instrisveere adapted from DiGabriele (2008) and Davial.et
(2010) from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (stronglyesj with 9 items. Lastly, the independent vagadi KR is
considered a between-subject factor measured atdistmct levels (forensic accountant and auditofhe
measurement scales were adapted from Davis ef28l10) and Ramaswamy (2007, 2005) from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) with 7 items.

5.3 Data Analysis

In this study, the use of Statistical PackagesSocial Sciences (IBM SPSS) for Windows v.20.0 (@Gsak
2013; Pallant, 2010) and Partial Least Square ttraicEquation Modeling (PLS-SEM) in particular Stfd.S
software v. 2.0 3M (Ringle et al., 2005) were enaged in the data analysis. IBM SPSS for Windoarsion
20.0 were used for descriptive and statisticalrariees with respect to data preparation, editimgcadling, data
screening and transformation, missing data andeosit{univariate and multivariate), analysis of fieaponse
bias, common method variance and Mann-Whitney U {ifres-parametric test for differences between pspu
Also, SmartPLS version 2.0 3M was engaged for #fkective measurement models (algorithm) for indérn
consistency reliability, convergent validity, disomant validity. The structural models (bootstrayy)
statistical analysis of the relationships (KR, SRl arPFRA) path coefficient, t-value, p-value (sttital
significance), R effect size, and’feffect size.

PLS-SEM was adopted because it belongs to thevatilite technique type that combines the aspefatobbr
analysis and regression. In essence, it enablessithaltaneous examination of the relationships amon
measured variables and latent variables as wdietseen latent variables (Popoola, 2014, Kline,5200The
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) has become dith@ most widely statistical analysis tools dudtscever
increasing importance of understanding latent phreama such as attitudes, attributes, consumer pgernspor
intentions as well as the impact on organisatipesformance measures (Hair et al., 2014, Hershhe2063).
The constructs in this study relate to attributéR @nd SR) and organisational performance (TPFRRBased
on justifiable facts, there is no better altermatatatistical analysis tool than PLS-SEM (SmartPfd)its
accurate predictive capabilities (Hair et al., 2014

6. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
6.1 Descriptive Analysis of the Constructs
Out of the three constructs of study, SR constentals the highest mean value of 4.84 while thecKRstruct

indicates the lowest mean value of 4.59 amongrttiegendent variables. As shown in Table 1, the roige
variable of TPFRA recorded an average value of.4.41



Table 1. Descriptive Statistical Analysis of the Gwucts

Standard
Construct N Mean Deviation Min. Max.
Knowledge 328 459 0.49 3 5
Kills 328 4.84 0.40 3 5
Task Performance Fraud Risk Assessment 328 4.41 0.57 3 5

6.2 Assessment of the Uni-dimensionality

This study adopts Anderson and Gerbing (1988) raitefor the assessment of the constructs mean uni-
dimensionality. The variable constructs of KR, SRd alPFRA comprise 7, 9 and 4 items respectively.
However, after the application of PLS-SEM algoritistatistical analysis tool, 3 (KR5, KR6, KR7), 4R
SR6, SR7, SR9) and 2 (TPFRA1, TPFRA4) items regpmdygtwere retained for further analysis. The eatilin

of uni-dimentionality reveals that the meaningiteé path model has been preserved by these inticsittce

no indicator is below 0.40 (Hair, Ringle, & Sardte2D11, Hayduk & Littvay, 2012).

6.3 Results for the Reflective Measurement Model

Table 2 represents the summary of the internalistamey reliability, convergent and discriminantidiy of
the study, which is on the three constructs of ER,and TPFRA.

In determining the reflective measurement moded,dbtimates of the relationship between the lataniables
and their indicators are essential, and as illtestran Table 2. In this study, all outer loadirjghe constructs
KR, SR and TPFRA are higher than the minimum aed#ptlevel for outer loadings 0.5 (0.7082) exceRV S
(0.576) that was retained, which if the item is o#ed increases the CR and AVE above the threstallsev
(Hair et al., 2014). The observable item, SR7dpbldading, 0.576) has the smallest indicator bdltgt with a
value of 0.3312 (0.5762), and the indicator itenRSK(outer loading, 0.9286) has the highest indicato
reliability with a value of 0.8623 (0.92862). Théare, all the indicators for the three constrats well above
the minimum acceptable level for outer loadings(0.3082).

As an evaluation criterion, convergent validity Idsion the Average variance extracted (AVE) (Haialk,
2014). In the study, the AVE values of KR (0.794SR (0.6779) and TPFRA (0.7965) are well above the
minimum level of 0.50. It shows that the three dnmds of KR, SR and TPFRA have a high degree of
convergent validity.

Table 2: Summary of Internal Consistency Reliabil@pnvergent and Discriminant Validity

Latent Cross Indicator Cronbach's  Composite  Disaminant
Variables Indicators  Loadings Reliability  AVE Alpha (o) Reliability Validity
CR
Knowledge Requirement KR5 0.9286 0.8623 0.7945 0.8703 0(.92())5 Yes
KR6 0.8553 0.7315
KR7 0.8886 0.7896
Skills Requirement SR5 0.9093 0.8268 0.6779 0.8354 8910 Yes
SR6 0.9092 0.8266
SR7 0.576 0.3312
SR9 0.8523 0.7264
Task Performance Fraud TPFRAR1 0.9044 0.8179 0.7965 0.7452 0.8867 Yes
Risk Assessment TPFRAR4  0.8804 0.7751

As a standard, the Composite reliability (CR) amdr®ach’s Alphad) vary between 0 and 1with higher values
indicating higher levels of reliability. In thisugty, the coefficient reliability (consistency) vakiof KR (CR
0.92,a 0.87), SR (CR 0.89¢ 0.84), and TPFRA (CR 0.8% 0.75) are within the values considered as
satisfactory. Any value that is definitety0.95 is recognised as unsatisfactory accordirigeariterion (Hair et
al., 2014; Hayduk & Littvay, 2012). Hence, all ttheee constructs: KR, SR, and TPFRA have highezlécof
internal consistency reliability within the accdgtacriterion as represented in Table 6.2.
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The positive evaluation of the discriminant valdit Table 6.2 shows that the construct is unigue @aptures
phenomena not represented by other constructeineftective model (Hair et al., 2014). Figure 2gants the
assessment of the measurement model results tteatrilees the data supported empirically the concem

the concept has been confirmed empirically.

Figure 2: Results of the Algorithm Reflective Measneat Model

6.4 Results for the Reflective Structural Model
6.4.1 Direct Relationships of the Hypothesised Motle

Table 3, Figure 2 and Figure 3 depict the direlgtienships between KR and SR on TPFRA, which paite
two scenarios:

First, the result in Table 3 shows that KR as danibate (capability) maintained a significant post
relationship with TPFRA (competency). Thus, TPFiRAthe Nigerian public sector requires specialised
knowledge of forensic accountant and auditor (bedeb63; t = 7.445; p = .000).

Hypothesis H1 of this study states that KR (foreremicountant and auditor) has a positive relatipnalith
TPFRA. The result provided support for this hymsils. The current findings significantly agreedhwthe
previous research (Wuerges, 2011; Davis et al.0R0fat found a positive relationship. It is evitérom the
results that as a forensic accountant and an auabtain extra knowledge about fraud detectionyg@néion and
response, the individual level of fraud risk asses® continues to increase. Also, the result ind€Relopment
would correspondingly increase the forensic acamirénd auditor proficiency competences in fraudrsics.
Also, the respondents might have demonstrated TP&R& competence requirement in an attempt tosatdses
KR (forensic accountant and auditor) in the Nigefablic sector.

Table 3. Direct relationship effects of KR and SRT®FRA

No Hypothesis Path Coefficient Standard Error T Value P Value Decision
1 KR -> TPFRA 0.5628 0.0756 7.445 0.000 Support
2 SR -> TPFRA 0.3489 0.0719 4.8499  0.000 Support

Second, Table 3 reflects the significant positelationship of SR (forensic accountant and audiborf PFRA.
It shows SR as an attribute held by individuals $tagng relationship with TPFRA (beta = 0.3489;4.8499;
p = 0.000).

Hypothesis H2 of the study states that SR (foreasimountant and auditor) has a positive relatignstith
TPFRA. The result provides support for this hypstheass demonstrated in Table 3. The results sfghidy
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significantly agree with prior research (Davis &t 2010; DiGabriele, 2008), which established itie

relationship. It clearly shows that as a forensicoaintant and auditor gain more SR competencdiartea of
fraud detection, prevention and response, the ididal level of TPFRA rises. Similarly, the respontieof this
study in Nigeria confirmed and reaffirmed the piositof previous studies carried out in developedntoy

(Davies et al., 2010; DiGabriele, 2008).

Figure 3 presents the assessment of the struchodél results that determines the data empiricallyported
the concept, and the concept has also been coufiengirically.

Figure 3: Results of the Bootstrapping Structurabislo

6.4.2  Assessing the Feffect Size of the Model

R? typifies the amount of explained variance of timel@genous construct, TPFRA. In Figure 2, the model
delivers the substantia”Ralue of 0.757. The minimum acceptable baseliiteri (Chin, 2010; Albers, 2010)

for interpreting R values of target construct is 0.25 (weak), 0.5@&dimm) and 0.75 (substantial). The
substantial baseline recorded Sf\Rlue of 0.757 has provided rigid support for ttisdy.

6.4.3  Evaluating the f Effect Size of the Model

The £ effect size is meant to capture the contributibeazh exogenous variable (KR and SR) to thedRue of
the endogenous variable (TPFRA). Table 4 demamestthe % effect size of the study.

Table 4: Determination of &ffect size of the Study
Task Performance Fraud Risk Assessment (TPFRA)

Endogenous RZincl R%excl RZincl- 1- Effect
Construct R2excl RZincl Size
KR 0.757 0.651 0.106 0.243 0.436
SR 0.757 0.714 0.043 0.243 0.177

By adopting the Cohen (1988) criterion, the cdmttion of KR (0.436) and SR (0.177) to the endogesno
variable TPFRA represents large and medium effeesgespectively. The Cohen (1988) baseline aritefior
assessing’fis 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 respectively, which desatall, medium, and large effect sizes. In essence,
the two exogenous variables of KR and SR made langemedium contribution to TPFRA and by extension
supported the model of the study.
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6.5 Evaluating Differences between Forensic Accouamt and Auditor in terms of KR, SR and
TPFRA levels

The authors employ Mann-Whitney U Test to answerr#search questions identified in Chapter 1.3Bed
hypotheses in the context of this study associatgd dissimilarity between two independent groups,
forensic accountant and auditor on a continuoussaoreaWe compared the medians and evaluated tke famn
the groups for statistical significance. Also, wesdribe the direction of the differences. Tableebhdnstrates
the Mann-Whitney U Test summary of the differenetneen a forensic accountant and auditor as hypista:
in 3-5 of Chapter Three.

Table 5: Summary of the Difference between ForeAsimuntant and Auditor in KR, SR and TPFRA

Ranks Test Statistics Means
Asymp.
Hypot  Latent Ecc))rlgncgic Mean Sum of Mar_m- z-score 99 (2 Median Decision
hesis Variable . Rank Ranks Whitney tailed)
Accounting N U Test
KR 1FA 181 222.62  40294.00 5.00
3 mean 2 Auditor 147 92.94  13662.00 4.00
Total 328 2784.000 -13.645 .000 5.00 Support
1FA 181 229.59  41555.00 5.00
4 ﬁféan 2 Auditor 147 84.36  12401.00 457
Total 328 1523.000  -14.751 000 4.71 sypport
1FA 181 234.34  42415.00 5.00
5 TPFRA 2 Auditor 147 78.51 11541.00 3.50
mean Total 328 663.000  -15.728 000 450  Support

From the Table 5, the probability value is lesantioa equal to 0.05 (asym. Sig. (2 tailed). So, rsult is
significant. It indicates there is statisticallygsificant difference in the KR, SR, and TPFRA ofasensic
accountant and auditor.

The authors also considered the direction of tliferdince (which group is higher) by reporting thedian
values for each group instead of the mean ranks.mdédian values of KR (5.00), SR (5.00) and TPFRAQ)
of the forensic accountant are higher than thetau@R = 4.00; SR = 4.57; TPFRA = 3.50).

In addition, the result of the Mann-Whitney U Testealed a significant difference in the KR levefi$orensic
accountant (Md = 5, n = 181) and auditor (Md = 4 ©47), U = 2784.000, z = -13.645, p = .000. Hiests
H3 states that the Forensic accountant has significigher levels of KR than auditors. The findprgvides
support for the hypothesis, and this is in agreg¢meéth previous research (Davis et al., 2010; Ramaasy,
2007, 2005) that found a positive relationship.isltlear from the findings that the forensic actant has
significant higher levels of KR than auditor in theea of fraud detection, prevention and resporigethis
study, respondents might have enhanced the facfdrensic accountant and auditor differs in terwhgheir
levels of KR in the Nigerian public sector.

Similarly, there is a significant difference in tBR levels of forensic accountant (Md = 5, n = 1844 auditor
(Md = 4.57, n = 147), U = 1523.000, z = -14.75% @00. Hypothesis H4 states that the Forensiclateat
has significant higher levels of SR than auditoffie finding stimulates support for the hypotheais] this is
in agreement with previous research (Davis eR8l10; DiGabriele, 2008) that found a positive rielaghip. It
manifests from the findings that the forensic actant has significant higher levels of SR than twdn fraud
prevention, detection and response.

Also, the result revealed significant differencetlie TPFRA levels of forensic accountant (Md = 55 @81)
and auditor (Md = 3.50, n = 147), U = 663.000,= #5.728, p = .000. Hypothesis H5 states thafdhensic
accountant has significant higher levels of TPFRant auditors. The finding provokes support for the
hypothesis, and this is significantly consisterttwgrevious research (Popoola, 2014; Owens, 20&di, 010)
that found a positive relationship. It is eviderrh the results that the forensic accountant lgsfaiant higher
levels of TPFRA than the auditor in the area ofiff@revention, detection and response.
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7. IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY
7.1 Theoretical Implications

Considering the different constructs enunciatethis study, the current findings have contributediterature
and theory development in major ways, which inclitlereasing TPFRA literature within the organisatib
context in a developing nation, establishing theitpe@ significant influence of KR and SR on TPFRand
establishing forensic accountant and auditor diffiees in terms of their levels of KR, SR and TPFRA.

7.2 Methodological Implications

Previous studies on KR, SR (forensic accountantaamitor) and TPFRA have used statistical analisi¢s
such as SPSS to produce their findings (Wuergek],20hui, 2010, Davis et al., 2010). However, stisdy
explored a relatively robust statistical analysislt PLS-SEM that consists of PLS-SEM Algorithm &pidS-
SEM Bootstrapping tools. PLS-SEM is a multivaritgehnique that combines features of factor analysis
regression. It thus enables the simultaneous ewdion of the relationships among measured varsabte
latent variables as well as between latent vargablderefore, the use of this robust analytical fisoan
important methodological contribution as this i tlirst time of its deployment to the best of théhars’
knowledge.

7.3 Practical Implications

The results emanating from this study contributerictice in many ways, namely: revealing the vali&R,

SR (forensic accountant and auditor) as a sigmficapability requirement in the workplace; reveglithe
importance of KR, SR and TPFRA as a significantatdlfy and competence requirements in the working
environment.

8. CONCLUSION

This paper examined the relationship between KR(fBfensic accountant and auditor) and TPFRA beybed
ordinary scope of developed countries. The two biiparequirements (KR and SR) were found to assec
with TPFRA (competence requirement) in the Nigenablic sector. The study complied with the PCA®B’
challenges to the accounting researchers on thebiiy of auditors to detect fraud. Also, it dréke attention
of users of public sector forensic accountants aunditors such as the regulatory and enforcemetitutisns,
courts, ministries, departments and agencies tattiehat understanding the mechanisms of frahémses and
the ability to prevent, detect and respond to freagiliire a holistic approach by adopting the foieascounting
knowledge and skills in task performance fraud askessment.

This paper, perhaps for the first time carried autempirical analysis of the relationship betwedh &d SR
(forensic accountant and auditor) and TPFRA. lditazh, the analysis of differences in groups betwéorensic
accountant and auditor in terms of their levelXBf SR and TPFRA were done using IBM SPSS v20.0rivian
Whitney U Test (a non-parametric statistical analysol) and backed by a robust second generatadistical
analysis tool of PLS-SEM, that is, SmartPLS. Urgedly, the results confirmed that TPFRA is asdediavith
KR and SR in the Nigerian public sector accountind auditing institutions.

Similarly, the findings of the study confirmed thhé forensic accountant has significant higheeleof KR, SR
and TPFRA than the auditor in the Nigerian envirenin In conclusion, by testing all the hypothesised
relationships to a developing country, Nigeriasthaper assisted to create an all-inclusive glplzalire of KR,
SR (forensic accountant and auditor) on TPFRA.sPaiper has, thus, provided a verifiable startivigtpgn the
examination of KR, SR (forensic accountant and tandbon TPFRA in non-western countries. Despitdiagl
new information to the literature of TPFRA in theesialised area of fraud prevention, detection r@sgonse,
the results were predicted to assist the publitosesccounting and auditing systems managemengab wlith
fraud and related crimes effectively. This papeesasd that no nation is immune from fraud, anddrahough,
costly can be reduced by engaging the servicesreh$ic accountants in the public sector, notwathding the
deployment of sophisticated technology.
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