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Abstract: Financial statements play an important role in providing relevant, 
reliable, and trustworthy financial information to stakeholders. Although auditors 
are responsible for ensuring the fairness of these statements, cases of undetected 
financial fraud still occur. This research seeks to empirically examine the effect of 
experience and time budget pressure on the auditor’s ability to detect fraud, with an 
understanding of red flags as a moderating variable. The research was conducted on 
auditors who work in Public Accounting Firms (PAFs) in Bali. The sample was 
determined using purposive sampling technique and 94 auditors were obtained as a 
sample. Data was collected through a survey method using a structured 
questionnaire distributed to respondents. The analytical methods used include 
multiple linear regression analysis and Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA). The 
results showed that experience has a positive effect, and time budget pressure has a 
negative effect on the auditor’s’ ability to detect fraud. Furthermore, red flags 
strengthen the effect of experience and time budget pressure on the auditor’s ability 
to detect fraud. The findings provide valuable insights for auditors to manage their 
work focus effectively and for public accounting firms to allocate audit time 
proportionally, ensuring optimal awareness of red flags even under high time 
pressure. 
 

Keywords: Auditor’s Ability to Detect Fraud, Experience, Time Budget Pressure, 
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1. Introduction 

Financial statements are important instruments of a company that 

reflect its overall financial condition. As a form of communication, financial 

statements provide an overview of the company's operational data and 

activities to users as a source of financial information. According to PSAK No. 

1, financial statements are intended to deliver insights into an entity’s financial 

position, performance, and cash flows, which are beneficial for a broad range 

of users in making informed economic decisions. Therefore, the information 

contained in the financial statements must be accurate, relevant, and reliable. 

Auditing Standard (SA) 240 states that in the presentation of financial 

statements, there can be two sources of risk that cause material misstatement, 

namely those caused by error and by fraud. Errors are unintentional, while 

fraud is done intentionally for personal gain. Fraud is often considered more 
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dangerous and detrimental to organizations and stakeholders. In Indonesia, the 

level of fraud is relatively high. According to the Association of Certified Fraud 

Examiners (ACFE) in its report entitled Asia-Pacific Occupational Fraud 2022: 

A Report to the Nations, Indonesia ranked fourth in the region for the number 

of occupational fraud cases in 2022, recording 23 cases. The most prevalent 

types of fraud in Indonesia include corruption (64%), asset misappropriation 

(28.9%), and financial statement fraud (6.7%). Although financial statement 

fraud occurs less frequently, it tends to result in the highest average losses (Sara, 

2022). 

In this context, auditor’s ability to detect fraud becomes critically 

important. The ability to detect fraud refers to an auditor’s competence in 

identifying the existence or absence of fraud within financial statements 

(Kresnandra & Anggara, 2021). However, it is not uncommon to find cases of 

auditor failure to detect fraud. An example is the case of PT Garuda Indonesia 

(Persero) Tbk in April 2019, where Public Accountant Kasner Sirumapea and 

Public Accounting Firm Tanubrata & Partners were unable to detect financial 

statement manipulation in the form of recognizing receivables as revenue, for 

the 2018 financial statements (Hendra, 2019). Another case involved Public 

Accountant Nunu Nurdiyaman, Jenly Hendrawan and Public Accounting Firm 

Kosasih, Nurdiyaman, Mulyadi Tjahjo & Partners (KNMT) who audited the 

annual financial statements of PT Wanaartha Life from 2014 to 2019. They 

failed to find evidence of fraud in the form of manipulation of financial 

statements, particularly related to inflated sales of high-risk saving plan 

insurance products (Untari, 2023). 

These cases illustrate that despite strict procedures and standards, 

auditors may still fail to detect fraud. Such failures indicate both internal and 

external limitations affecting auditor’s ability to detect fraud. This is in line with 

Fritz Heider’s Attribution Theory (1958), which posits that individual behavior 

is shaped by a combination of internal dispositions and external circumstances. 

One of the internal factors that can affect auditor’s ability to detect fraud is 

experience. Audit experience may be reflected in the duration of work and the 

number of audits handled (Gracia & Kurnia, 2021). Experienced auditors are 

more skilled at detecting fraud due to their attentiveness in collecting sufficient 

audit evidence. They also learn from the successes and failures of previous 

assignments. Previous studies have supported the hypothesis that audit 

experience influences fraud detection ability (Natalia & Latrini, 2021; 

Wahidahwati & Asyik, 2022; Arnanda et al., 2022; Mukoffi et al., 2023). 

However, studies by Ode et al. (2020) and Sari & Andrian (2023) found no 

such effect. 

One of the external factor that may impact auditor’s ability to detect 

fraud is time budget pressure. Auditors often work under time constraints 

when conducting complex audit tasks, which can reduce performance and 
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attention to detail (Agustina et al., 2021). Limited time allocation can lead to 

counterproductive behavior and the omission of certain procedures (Pratiwi et 

al., 2019). In such cases, auditors may neglect less critical information for the 

sake of efficiency. Prior studies have confirmed the effect of time budget 

pressure on the auditor’s fraud detection abilities (Pratiwi et al., 2019; Faris et 

al., 2021; Agustina et al., 2021; Masnur et al., 2023). Conversely, other studies 

have found no such influence (Iskandar et al., 2022; Prasetya et al., 2023). 

Inconsistencies in prior research findings regarding the effects of 

experience and time budget pressure on fraud detection has created an 

opportunity for further investigation. This study introduces understanding of 

red flags as a moderating variable. Understanding of red flags refers to an 

auditor’s knowledge of anomalies or unusual conditions that may indicate 

fraud in financial statements (Narayana & Ariyanto, 2020). Red flags serve as 

early warnings that enhance vigilance and assist auditors in identifying potential 

fraud (Rubiyanty et al., 2024).  

 

2. Literature Review 

Attribution Theory 

Heider (1958) initiated the Attribution Theory which explains a 

person’s behavior. Attribution Theory studies how individuals interpret the 

reasons or causes of their behavior (Steers, 1998 in Hudayati, 2002). 

Attribution Theory distinguishes the causes of individual behavior into 

attributions or internal forces and external forces. The auditor’s ability to detect 

fraud is primarily influenced by internal factors, including their level of 

experience and awareness of red flags. Attribution Theory can be used to 

anticipate an auditor’s future performance on specific tasks, based on their past 

experiences, particularly prior successes or failures (Narayana & Ariyanto, 

2020). Auditors with substantial experience and a strong grasp of fraud 

indicators or red flags are more capable of recognizing potential fraud risks. 

The auditor’s ability to detect fraud is also influenced by external forces, one 

of which is time budget pressure. A limited time budget can reduce auditor 

accuracy, thereby reducing the probability of detecting fraud. 

 

Auditor’s Ability to Detect Fraud 

The auditor’s ability to detect fraud is the skill or expertise of an 

auditor to detect the presence of fraud in financial statements (Kresnandra & 

Anggara, 2021). The auditor’s ability to detect fraud refers to their capacity to 

identify or detect unlawful actions that are intentionally committed and result 

in material misstatements in financial reports. (Ode et al., 2020). In order to 

detect fraud, an auditor must have sufficient knowledge of what fraud is, its 

types, and how it is committed. 
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Experience 

Experience is reflected in the length of work experience held by an 

auditor. Experience can also be reflected in the number of audit assignments, 

diversity, and complexity of audit assignments in various types of companies 

and industries (Yuniati & Banjarnahor, 2019). The longer the auditor’s work 

experience, the more audit tasks will be handled. This encourages the auditor’s 

ability to gather essential information for assessing the client’s internal control 

risks effectively and for detecting potential fraud, along with its characteristics 

and form.. Research by Putra & Dwirandra (2019), Natalia & Latrini (2021), 

Wahidahwati & Asyik (2022), and Arnanda et al. (2022), demonstrate that an 

auditor’s experience positively influences their capability to identify fraudulent 

activities. From this explanation, the hypothesis is developed as follows: 

H1: Experience has a positive effect on the auditor’s ability to detect fraud. 

 

Time Budget Pressure 

Time budget pressure refers to the situation in which auditors face 

constraints on the amount of time available, requiring them to finish their audit 

tasks within a set deadline (Prasetya et al., 2023). Time constraints can force 

auditors to work in a very busy situation, where they have to complete various 

responsibilities in a short time. Under these conditions, auditors often become 

less thorough and less sensitive to indications of fraud. Research by Pratiwi et 

al. (2019), Agustina et al. (2021), Muslimin et al. (2022), and Juanaristo et al. 

(2024) demonstrate that time budget pressure negatively impacts on the 

auditor’s ability to detect fraud. From this explanation, the hypothesis is 

developed as follows: 

H2: Time budget pressure has a negative effect on the auditor’s ability to detect 

fraud. 

 

Understanding of Red Flags 

Understanding of red flags is defined as the auditor’s knowledge of a 

condition that is strange, different from normal conditions, or is a possible 

indication of fraud in the financial statements (Grabosky & Duffield, 2001). 

Red flags guide auditors in identifying certain conditions that require a more 

detailed audit examination. Auditor’s work experience is not always sufficient 

to identify indications of fraud in financial statements. Without a strong 

understanding of red flags, auditors risk missing early signs of fraud that can 

impact audit results. Understanding of red flags can also help auditors shorten 

the time required in the audit process which can ultimately reduce stress due 

to limited time budgets. From this explanation, the hypothesis is developed as 

follows: 

H3: Understanding of red flags strengthens the positive effect of experience on 

the auditor’s ability to detect fraud. 
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H4: Understanding of red flags weakens the negative effect of time budget 

pressure on the auditor’s ability to detect fraud. 

 

3. Method 

This study employs a quantitative approach with an associative 

research design, aiming to examine the effect of auditor experience and time 

budget pressure on the auditor’s ability to detect fraud, with an understanding 

of red flags as a moderating variable. The research was conducted at Public 

Accounting Firms (PAFs) located in Bali. The variables used in this study 

consist of the dependent variable, namely the auditor’s ability to detect fraud; 

the independent variables, which include experience and time budget pressure; 

and the moderating variable, which is understanding of red flags. Operational 

definitions of the variables were formulated based on indicators adapted from 

previous research to ensure measurement accuracy (Natalia & Latrini, 2021; 

Primandini & Latrini, 2025; Narayana & Ariyanto, 2020). 

The population in this study includes all auditors who work in 19 

PAFs registered with the Indonesian Institute of Public Accountants (IAPI) in 

Bali as of 2024, totaling 145 auditors. The sample was determined using 

purposive sampling, with the criteria that auditors must have at least two years 

of work experience. Based on these criteria, a sample of 94 auditors was 

obtained. The data used in this study are primary data collected through the 

distribution of closed-ended questionnaires using a four-point Likert scale 

(Sugiyono, 2023; Simanjuntak in Julianto et al., 2016). Of the 94 questionnaires 

distributed, 45 questionnaires were not returned because several PAFs 

imposed restrictions on auditor participation in the study, so the total 

respondents were only 49 auditors. This is because the auditors were busy 

conducting inspections to clients in March-April 2025.  

Data analysis techniques include multiple linear regression and 

Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA), utilizing SPSS version 29 software. 

The analysis began with descriptive statistical testing, followed by classical 

assumption tests such as normality, multicollinearity, and heteroscedasticity. 

The F-test was employed to assess the simultaneous effect of the independent 

variables, while the t-test was used to examine the partial effects. The 

coefficient of determination (R²) was calculated to measure the extent to which 

the independent variables explain the dependent variable. Multiple linear 

regression analysis was employed to examine the effects of multiple 

independent variables on a dependent variable. MRA was used to test whether 

understanding of red flags strengthens or weakens the relationship between 

experience and time budget pressure and the ability to detect fraud (Ghozali, 

2018; Hair et al., 2010; Solimun, 2011). 
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4. Results And Discussion 

Results of Classical Assumption Test  

1. Normality Test 

Table 1. Normality Test Results 

 
Source: Processed primary data, 2025 

According to the data presented in Table 1, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

test results indicate an Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) value of 0.056, which exceeds the 

significance level of 0.05. This means that the data used in this study is normally 

distributed data.   

2. Multicollinearity Test 

Table 2. Multicollinearity Test Results 

Variables Tolerance VIF Information 

Experience (X1) 0.967 1.034 Free from multicollinearity 

Time Budget Pressure (X2) 0.856 1.169 Free from multicollinearity 

Understanding of Red Flags (M) 0.845 1.184 Free from multicollinearity 

Source: Processed primary data, 2025  

The data analysis results in Table 2 reveal that all independent 

variables have tolerance values above 0.1 and VIF values below 10, indicating 

the absence of multicollinearity or strong correlations among the 

independent variables. 

3. Heteroscedasticity Test 

Table 3. Heteroscedasticity Test Results 

Variables Significance Information 

Experience (X1) 0.992 Free of Heteroscedasticity 

Time Budget Pressure (X2) 0.291 Free of Heteroscedasticity 

Understanding of Red Flags (M) 0.902 Free of Heteroscedasticity 

Source: Processed primary data, 2025 

According to the data processing results shown in Table 3, all 

independent variables have significance values exceeding 0.05, indicating that 

the regression model used in this study does not exhibit heteroscedasticity. 

 

Results of Model Feasibility Test (F Test) 

Table 5. Results of Model Feasibility Test (F Test) 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Regression 30.504 3 10.168 18.061 0.000b 

Residual 25.333 45 0.563   



ePaper Bisnis : International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Management 2025 (September), vol. 2, no. 3, Maharani, et al. 59 of 68 

 

Total 55.837 48    

Source: Processed primary data, 2025  

Table 5 shows an F significance level (p-value) of 0.000, which is 

below the threshold of α = 0.05. This means that the variables of experience, 

time budget pressure, and understanding of red flags simultaneously have an 

effect on the auditor’s ability to detect fraud. 

 

Results of Multiple Linear Regression Analysis  

Table 4. Results of Multiple Linear Regression Analysis 

Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

(Constant) 10.822 2.114  5.119 0.000 

Experience (X1) 0.304 0.059 0.529 5.184 0.000 

Time Budget Pressure (X2) -0.064 0.028 -0.250 -2.306 0.026 

Understanding of Red Flags 
(M) 

0.102 0.027 0.411 3.757 0.000 

Source: Processed primary data, 2025 

From the regression analysis results presented in Table 4, the following regression 

equation is derived: 

Y = α + β1X1 + β2X2 + β3M+ ε  

Y = 10.822 + 0.304X1 – 0.064X2 + 0.102M 

The multiple linear regression model has the following interpretation. 

1. The constant value of positive 10.822 means that, if the value of the 

experience, time budget pressure, and understanding of red flags is equal 

to zero, then the auditor’s ability to detect fraud tends to have a value of 

10.822 units. 

2. The coefficient value of the Experience variable (X1) of 0.304 has a 

positive relationship with the Auditor’s Ability to Detect Fraud (Y). This 

shows that if Experience (X1) increases by one unit, then the Auditor’s 

Ability to Detect Fraud (Y) tends to increase by 0.304 assuming other 

variables are constant. 

3. The coefficient value of the Time Budget Pressure variable (X2) of -0.064 

has a negative relationship with the Auditor’s Ability to Detect Fraud (Y). 

This shows that if Time Budget Pressure (X2) increases by one unit, the 

Auditor’s Ability to Detect Fraud (Y) tends to decrease by 0.064 assuming 

other variables are constant. 

4. The coefficient value of the Understanding of Red Flags variable (M) of 

0.102 has a positive relationship with the Auditor’s Ability to Detect 

Fraud (Y). This shows that if the Understanding of Red Flags (M) 

increases by one unit, then the Auditor’s Ability to Detect Fraud (Y) tends 

to increase by 0.102 assuming that other variables are constant. 
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Results of Determination Coefficient Test (Adjusted R2) Multiple Linear 

Regression Analysis 

Table 6. Results of Determination Coefficient Test (Adjusted R2) Multiple 

Linear Regression Analysis 

R R2 Adjusted R2 Std. Error of the Estimate 

0.739a 0.546 0.516 0.75031 

Source: Processed primary data, 2025 

Table 6 shows that the adjusted R2 value is 0.516. This means that after 

taking into account the number of independent variables and sample size, 51.6% 

of the variation in the dependent variable, namely Auditor’s Ability to Detect 

Fraud (Y) can be explained by the independent variables Experience (X1), Time 

Budget Pressure (X2), and Understanding of Red Flags (M) in the regression 

model, while the remaining 48.4% is explained by other variables outside the 

model. 

 

Results of Partial Significance Test (t-test) Multiple Linear Regression 

Analysis 

Table 7. Results of Partial Significance Test (t-test) Multiple 

Linear Regression Analysis 

 

Source: Processed primary data, 2025  

Based on Table 7, the following things can be explained. 

1. The Effect of Experience on the Auditor’s Ability to Detect Fraud 

The first hypothesis (H1) states that experience has a positive effect on the 

auditor’s ability to detect fraud. Based on the results of the analysis of the 

effect of experience on the auditor’s ability to detect fraud in the first 

regression model, the significance value of the t-test is 0.000 which is 

smaller than α = 0.05. The regression coefficient of the Experience variable 

(X1) has a positive value of 0.304. These results mean that Experience (X1) 

has a positive and significant effect on the Auditor’s Ability to Detect Fraud 

(Y) or it can be concluded that H1 is accepted. 

2. The Effect of Time Budget Pressure on the Auditor’s Ability to Detect 

Fraud 

The second hypothesis (H2) states that time budget pressure has a negative 

effect on the auditor’s ability to detect fraud. Based on the results of the 

analysis of the effect of experience on the auditor’s ability to detect fraud 

in the first regression model, the significance value of the t-test was 

obtained at 0.026 which is smaller than α = 0.05. The regression coefficient 
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of the Time Budget Pressure variable (X2) has a negative value of 0.064. 

These results mean that Time Budget Pressure (X2) has a negative and 

significant effect on the Auditor’s Ability to Detect Fraud (Y) or it can be 

concluded that H2 is accepted. 

 

Results of Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA) 

Table 8. Results of Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA) 

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B 
Std. 

Error 
Beta 

Experience*Understanding of 
Red Flags (X1M) 

0.043 0.009 4.576 4.502 0.000 

Time Budget Pressure* 
Understanding of Red Flags 
(X2M) 

-0.031 0.005 -5.044 
-

6.742 
0.000 

Source: Processed primary data, 2025 

Based on the results of the regression analysis in Table 8, the following regression 

equation can be obtained: 

Y = α + β1X1 + β2X2 + β3M + β4 (X1M) + β5 (X2M) + ε  

Y = 10.822 + 0.304 X1 – 0.064 X2 + 0.102M + 0.043 X1M – 0.031 X2M  

The regression model has the following interpretation. 

1. The interaction term between Experience and Understanding of Red Flags 

(X1M) has a coefficient of 0.043, indicating a positive association with the 

Auditor’s Ability to Detect Fraud (Y). This means that a one-unit increase in 

the interaction of Experience and Understanding of Red Flags corresponds to 

an expected increase of 0.043 in the auditor’s fraud detection ability, assuming 

other factors remain constant. 

2. The interaction term between Time Budget Pressure and Understanding of 

Red Flags (X2M) has a coefficient of -0.031, showing a negative relationship 

with the Auditor’s Ability to Detect Fraud (Y). This suggests that a one-unit 

increase in the interaction of Time Budget Pressure and Understanding of Red 

Flags is associated with a decrease of 0.031 in the auditor’s ability to detect 

fraud, holding other variables constant. 

 

Results of Determination Coefficient Test (Adjusted R2) Moderated Regression 

Analysis (MRA) 

Table 9. Results of Determination Coefficient Test (Adjusted R2) Moderated 

Regression Analysis  

 

Source: Processed primary data, 2025 



ePaper Bisnis : International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Management 2025 (September), vol. 2, no. 3, Maharani, et al. 62 of 68 

Table 9 shows that the adjusted R2 value is 0.792. This means that 79.2% of the 

variation in the dependent variable, namely the Auditor’s Ability to Detect Fraud (Y) can 

be explained by the independent variables Experience (X1), Time Budget Pressure (X2), 

Understanding of Red Flags (M), the interaction variable between Experience and 

Understanding of Red Flags (X1M) and the interaction variable between Time Budget 

Pressure and Understanding of Red Flags (X2M) in the regression model. 

 

Results of Partial Significance Test (t-test) Moderated Regression Analysis 

(MRA) 

Table 10. Results of Partial Significance Test (t-test) Moderated Regression 

Analysis 

Variables B t Sig. 

Experience*Understanding of Red Flags (X1M) 0.043 4.502 0.000 

Time Budget Pressure* Understanding of Red Flags (X2M) -0.031 -6.742 0.000 

Source: Processed primary data, 2025  

Based on Table 10, the following things can be explained. 

1. Understanding of Red Flags Moderates the Effect of Experience on the Auditor’s 

Ability to Detect Fraud 

The third hypothesis (H3) states that understanding of red flags strengthens the 

effect of experience on the auditor’s ability to detect fraud. Based on the results 

of multiple linear regression analysis, it was obtained that the coefficient of the 

Experience variable (X1) was 0.304, while based on MRA, the interaction 

coefficient between Experience and Understanding of Red Flags (X1M) was 0.043 

with a t-test significance value of 0.000 which is smaller than α = 0.05, where both 

regression coefficients are positive. Referring to the criteria of Gardner et al. 

(2017), the moderation effect is said to strengthen if the signs of the coefficients 

X1 and X1M are the same. These results indicate that understanding of red flags is 

proven to significantly strengthen the effect of experience on the auditor’s ability 

to detect fraud or it can be concluded that H3 can be accepted. 

2. Understanding of Red Flags Moderates the Effect of Time Budget Pressure on 

the Auditor’s Ability to Detect Fraud 

The fourth hypothesis (H4) proposes that understanding of red flags weakens the 

effect of time budget pressure on the auditor’s ability to detect fraud. The multiple 

linear regression results show that the coefficient for Time Budget Pressure (X2) 

is -0.064, while the moderation analysis reveals the interaction coefficient between 

Time Budget Pressure and Understanding of Red Flags (X2M) is -0.031, with a t-

test significance of 0.000, which is less than α = 0.05. Both coefficients are 

negative. According to Gardner et al. (2017), moderation weakens an effect only 

if the signs of X2 and X2M are opposite. Since both coefficients here are negative, 

it indicates that understanding of red flags actually strengthens the negative effect 

of time budget pressure on fraud detection ability. Therefore, hypothesis H4 is 

rejected. 
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5. Discussions 

The Effect of Experience on the Auditor’s Ability to Detect Fraud 

The study’s findings reveal that auditor experience positively influences their 

ability to detect fraud. In other words, auditors with greater experience tend to be more 

proficient at identifying fraudulent activities in financial statements. Among the 

indicators measured, the "length of time the auditor has worked" received the highest 

average rating, suggesting it is the most significant factor contributing to an auditor’s 

fraud detection capability. This conclusion is further supported by the respondent 

profile, which shows that auditors with longer tenure generally demonstrate stronger 

fraud detection skills. Specifically, out of 49 participants, auditors with 2-5 years of 

experience (71%) had an average fraud detection score of 3.40, whereas those with over 

6 years of experience (29%) scored higher, with an average of 3.62. 

 

The Effect of Time Budget Pressure on the Auditor’s Ability to Detect Fraud 

The study’s findings reveal that time budget pressure has a negative effect on 

the auditor’s ability to detect fraud. This means that the higher the time budget pressure, 

the lower the auditor’s ability to detect fraud. Auditors who face time pressure tend to 

complete work in a hurry, rely on assumptions, and more easily trust information from 

clients, so that the level of professional skepticism decreases and the potential for fraud 

becomes unidentified (Pratiwi et al., 2019; Masnur et al., 2023). When viewed from the 

characteristics of auditor positions, it is known that respondents with the positions of 

partner, manager, supervisor, and senior auditor had an average time budget pressure 

score of 2.97, while junior auditors had an average score of 2.89. This difference 

indicates that auditors at higher levels of office actually face greater time budget 

pressure than junior auditors. The results of the study also show that the “performance 

assessment by superiors” is the indicator with the highest average answer. If the 

auditors performance assessment focuses more on the speed of time than the quality 

of the audit provided, the auditor will feel pressured to complete the audit task as 

quickly as possible without paying attention to the quality that should be (Primandini 

& Latrini, 2025).  

 

Understanding of Red Flags Moderates the Effect of Experience on the 

Auditor’s Ability to Detect Fraud 

The study’s findings reveal that understanding of red flags significantly 

strengthens the positive influence of auditor experience on the auditor’s ability to detect 

fraud. This means that the higher the auditor’s understanding of red flags, the stronger 

the effect of experience on the auditor’s ability to detect fraud. Having sufficient 

experience does not guarantee that the auditor will be able to detect fraud. Lack of 

understanding of red flags can cause auditors to miss early signs of fraud hidden in 

financial statements (Oktajeny & Yanti, 2024). In this study, the red flag indicator with 
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the highest average value was “material transactions”, which confirms that auditors pay 

close attention to significant transaction values as the main indicator in detecting fraud. 

Understanding these indicators allows auditors to allocate audit time and resources 

more appropriately, while increasing the accuracy of the examination.  

 

Understanding of Red Flags Moderates the Effect of Time Budget Pressure on 

the Auditor’s Ability to Detect Fraud 

The study’s results reveal that a strong understanding of red flags strengthens 

the negative influence of time budget pressure on the auditor’s ability to detect fraud. 

This suggests that auditors with greater knowledge of red flags may experience an even 

stronger decline in performance when faced with tight time constraints. Contrary to 

the expectation that understanding red flags might protect auditors from time pressure, 

the findings indicate otherwise. Auditors who are well aware of numerous potential 

fraud indicators may feel overwhelmed when there isn’t enough time to thoroughly 

investigate each one. According to Sweller (1988), human cognitive capacity is limited, 

and when auditors must process excessive information within a limited timeframe, their 

overall cognitive load increases significantly, which can impair their ability to make 

effective audit decisions. 

 

Conclusion 

1. Experience positively influences an auditor’s ability to detect fraud, indicating 

that auditors with more audit experience tend to have a higher ability to identify 

fraudulent activities. 

2. Time budget pressure negatively influences an auditor’s ability to detect fraud. 

This means that the higher the time budget pressure received by the auditor in 

carrying out audit tasks, the lower the auditor’s ability to detect fraud. 

3. Understanding of red flags strengthens the positive effect of experience on the 

auditor’s ability to detect fraud. This means that the higher the auditor’s 

understanding of red flags, the stronger the effect of experience on the 

auditor’s ability to detect fraud. 

4. Understanding of red flags strengthens the negative effect of time budget 

pressure on the auditor’s ability to detect fraud. This implies that when the 

auditor possesses a strong understanding of red flags, time pressure may more 

significantly reduce their ability to detect fraud. 

The limitation of this study is that there are other variables not examined here 

that may significantly influence the auditor’s ability to detect fraud, as suggested by the 

adjusted R² value of 51.6%. In addition, the relatively small number of respondents (49 

auditors) and the time of data collection which coincided with the busy period were also 

obstacles. Therefore, future research is recommended to add relevant variables, expand 

the number of respondents, and choose a more appropriate data collection time to 

increase the accuracy and generalization of the findings. 

 



ePaper Bisnis : International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Management 2025 (September), vol. 2, no. 3, Maharani, et al. 65 of 68 

 

 

 

References 

1) Achmad, F. A., & Galib, S. (2022). Pengaruh Red Flags, Independensi, Dan Skeptisme Profesional 
Terhadap Kemampuan Auditor Dalam Mendeteksi Fraud. Jurnal Ilmiah Akuntansi Kesatuan, 10(2), 
379–392. https://doi.org/10.37641/jiakes.v10i2.1420  

2) Agustina, F., Nurkholis, N., & Rusydi, M. (2021). Auditor’s’ professional skepticism and fraud 
detection. International Journal of Research in Business and Social Science (2147-4478), 10(4), 275–
287. https://doi.org/10.20525/ijrbs.v10i4.1214  

3) American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA). (2002). Consideration of Fraud in a 
Financial Statement Audit. Statement on Auditing Standards (SAS) No. 99. New York: AICPA. 

4) Anggreni, N. W. D., & Rasmini, N. K. (2017). Pengaruh Pengalaman Auditor dan Time Budget 
Pressure pada Profesionalisme dan Implikasinya Terhadap Kinerja Auditor. E-Jurnal Akuntansi 
Universitas Udayana, 18(1), 145-175. 
https://ojs.unud.ac.id/index.php/akuntansi/article/view/22459  

5) Arnanda, C. R., Purba, V. D., & Putri, A. P. (2022). Pengaruh Kompetensi, Profesionalisme, Beban 
Kerja, Pengalaman Auditor Terhadap Kemampuan Auditor Dalam Mendeteksi Kecurangan. Owner, 
6(1), 769–780. https://doi.org/10.33395/owner.v6i1.666  

6) Bandiyono, A. (2021). Audit Experience, Work Expense, and Professional Skepticism on Auditor’s 
Ability in Detecting Lack. ATESTASI: Jurnal Ilmiah Akuntansi, 4(2), 325–339. 
https://doi.org/10.33096/atestasi.v4i2.707  

7) Cressey, D. R. (1950). The Criminal Violation of Financial Trust. American Sociological Review, 
15(6), 738–743. [tautan mencurigakan telah dihapus] 

8) Dali, N., Hadisantoso, E., & Dharmawati, T. (2021). The Influence of Audit Experience and 
Professional Skeptism on The Auditor’s Ability to Detect Frauds (Study at the Inspectorate of 
Southeast Sulawesi Province). Indian Journal of Economics and Business, 20(3), 261–277. 
http://www.ashwinanokha.com/IJEB.php  

9) Dari, P. W., Nor, W., & Rasidah, R. (2021). Determinan kemampuan pemeriksa dalam mendeteksi 
fraud. Jurnal Akuntansi Aktual, 8(2), 85–96. https://doi.org/10.17977/um004v8i22021p085  

10) DiNapoli, T. (2008). Red flags for fraud. Journal of Accountancy, 2(1), 1–15. 

11) Faris, F., Said, D., & Kartini. (2021). The Effect of Emotional Intelligence in the Relationship 
between Auditor ’ s Characteristics and Work Pressure on Auditor ’ s Ability to Detect Fraud (Study 
at West Sulawesi BPKP Office). International Journal of Innovative Science and Research 
Technology, 6(1), 248–259. 

12) Gardner, R. G., Harris, T. B., Li, N., Kirkman, B. L., & Mathieu, J. E. (2017). Understanding “It 
Depends” in Organizational Research: A Theory-Based Taxonomy, Review, and Future Research 
Agenda Concerning Interactive and Quadratic Relationships. Organizational Research Methods, 
20(4), 610-638. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1094428117708856  

13) Ghozali, I. (2018). Aplikasi Analisis Multivariate Dengan Program IBM SPSS 25 (9th ed.). Semarang: 
Badan Penerbit Universitas Diponegoro. 

14) Grabosky, P., & Duffield, G. (2001). Red Flags of Fraud. Australian Institute of Criminology, 200, 
1–6. 

15) Gracia, G., & Kurnia, R. (2021). The determinant factors affecting auditor’s’ ability to detect fraud: 
Empirical study at public accounting firms in Jakarta and Tangerang. Economics, Management and 
Sustainability, 6(2), 132–145. https://doi.org/10.14254/jems.2021.6-2.10  

16) Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2010). Multivariate Data Analysis (7th ed.). 
New York: Pearson Education Limited. 

17) Heider, F. (1958). The Psychology of Interpersonal Relations. Lawrence Eribaum Associates, Inc. 

18) Hudayati, A. (2002). Perkembangan Penelitian Akuntansi Keperilakuan: Berbagai Teori dan 
Pendekatan yang Melandasi. Jurnal Akuntansi Dan Auditing Indonesia, 6(2), 81–96. 

https://doi.org/10.37641/jiakes.v10i2.1420
https://doi.org/10.20525/ijrbs.v10i4.1214
https://ojs.unud.ac.id/index.php/akuntansi/article/view/22459
https://doi.org/10.33395/owner.v6i1.666
https://doi.org/10.33096/atestasi.v4i2.707
http://www.ashwinanokha.com/IJEB.php
https://doi.org/10.17977/um004v8i22021p085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1094428117708856
https://doi.org/10.14254/jems.2021.6-2.10


ePaper Bisnis : International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Management 2025 (September), vol. 2, no. 3, Maharani, et al. 66 of 68 

19) Husnah, H. N. (2024). The Effect of Professional Skepticism on Fraud Detection with Auditor 
Training as a Moderating Variable. Advances in Managerial Auditing Research, 2(3), 144–156. 
https://doi.org/10.60079/amar.v2i3.152  

20) Ikatan Akuntan Indonesia. (2014). Pernyataan Standar Akuntansi Keuangan I: Penyajian Laporan. 
Indonesia. 

21) Ikatan Akuntan Indonesia. (2025). Sejarah IAI. web.iaiglobal.or.id. 
https://web.iaiglobal.or.id/Profil-IAI/Sejarah%20IAI#gsc.tab=0  

22) Institut Akuntan Publik Indonesia. (2020). Sejarah IAPI dan Jejak Langkah. iapi.or.id. 
https://iapi.or.id/sejarah-iapi/  

23) Institut Akuntan Publik Indonesia. (2021). Standar Profesional Akuntan Publik: Standar Audit 240 
(Revisi 2021) Tanggung Jawab Auditor Terkait Dengan Kecurangan Dalam Suatu Audit Atas 
Laporan Keuangan. Indonesia. 

24) Institut Akuntan Publik Indonesia. (2021). Standar Profesional Akuntan Publik: Standar Audit 315 
(Revisi 2021) Pengidentifikasian dan Penilaian Risiko Kesalahan Penyajian Material Melalui 
Pemahaman atas Entitas dan Lingkungannya. Indonesia. 

25) Institut Akuntan Publik Indonesia. (2021). Standar Profesional Akuntan Publik: Standar Audit 500 
(Revisi 2021) Bukti Audit. Indonesia. 

26) Institut Akuntan Publik Indonesia. (2024). Direktori Kantor Akuntan Publik dan Akuntan Publik 
Tahun 2024. Indonesia. 

27) Iskandar, R., Ramadhan, M. S., Mansyuri, M. I., & Ramadhan, R. (2022). Determinants of Auditor’s 
Ability to Detect Fraud: Internal and External Factors. International Journal of Science, Technology 
& Management, 3(1), 179–195. https://doi.org/10.46729/ijstm.v3i1.452  

28) Juanaristo, R. K. E., Putri, I. G. A. M. A. D., Sujana, I. K., & Ardiana, P. A. (2024). Red Flags, 
Competence, Time Budget Pressure and Audit Risk: Effect on Auditor’s Ability to Detect Fraud. 
Journal of Economics, Finance And Management Studies, 07(08), 4925–4933. 
https://doi.org/10.47191/jefms/v7-i8-15  

29) Julianto, I. K. A., Yadnyana, I. K., & Suputra, I. D. G. D. (2016). Pengaruh Audit Fee, Perencanaan 
Audit, dan Risiko Audit Terhadap Kualitas Audit Pada Kantor Akuntan Publik di Bali. E-Jurnal 
Ekonomi Dan Bisnis Universitas Udayana, 5(12), 4029–4056. 

30) Jusup, A. H. (2014). Auditing (Pengauditan Berbasis ISA) (2nd ed.). Bagian Penerbitan Sekolah 
Tinggi Ilmu Ekonomi YKPN. 

31) Kementerian Keuangan Republik Indonesia. (2021). Daftar Kantor Akuntan Publik (KAP) yang 
Telah Memperoleh Izin dari Menteri Keuangan Per 29 Juli 2024. Kementerian Keuangan Republik 
Indonesia. 

32) Koerniawan, I. (2021). Auditing Konsep dan Teori Pemeriksaan Akuntansi. Semarang: Yayasan 
Prima Agus Teknik. 

33) Kresnandra, A. A. N. A., & Anggara, I. W. G. W. P. (2021). Moderasi Manacika Parisudha terhadap 
Pengaruh Skeptisme Profesional pada Deteksi Kecurangan. E-Jurnal Akuntansi Universitas Udayana, 
31(6), 1561-1576. 

34) Masnur, R. M., Junaid, A., Subhan, & Muslim. (2023). Pengaruh Beban Kerja, Task Specific 
Knowladge dan Tekanan Waktu Terhadap Kemampuan Auditor dalam Mendeteksi Kecurangan. 
Center of Economic Students Journal, 6(1), 31–43. https://doi.org/10.56750/csej.v6i1.567 

35) Moyes, G. D., Anandarajan, A., & Arnold, A. G. (2019). Fraud-Detecting Effectiveness of 
Management and Employee Red Flags As Perceived By Three Different Groups of Professionals. 
Journal of Business and Psychology, 30(1), 89–104. 

36) Mukoffi, A., Ren, N. H., & Ekasari, L. D. (2023). Keahlian Forensik, Independensi, Pengalaman Dan 
Skeptisme Profesional Pada Kemampuan Auditor Dalam Mendeteksi Kecurangan. Referensi: Jurnal 
Ilmu Manajemen Dan Akuntansi, 11(3), 42–49. https://doi.org/10.33366/ref.v11i3.5141 

37) Munteanu, V., Zuca, M. R., Horaicu, A., Florea, L. A., Poenaru, C. E., & Anghel, G. (2024). Auditing 
the Risk of Financial Fraud Using the Red Flags Technique. Applied Sciences, 14, 757–772. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/app14020757 

https://doi.org/10.60079/amar.v2i3.152
https://web.iaiglobal.or.id/Profil-IAI/Sejarah%20IAI#gsc.tab=0
https://iapi.or.id/sejarah-iapi/
https://doi.org/10.46729/ijstm.v3i1.452
https://doi.org/10.47191/jefms/v7-i8-15


ePaper Bisnis : International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Management 2025 (September), vol. 2, no. 3, Maharani, et al. 67 of 68 

 

38) Muslimin, R., Hadi, E. D., & Anwar, S. (2022). Pengaruh Pengalaman,Tekanan Beban Kerja, Dan 
Tekanan Waktu Audit Terhadap Kemampuan Mendeteksi Fraud Bagi Apip Inspektorat Provinsi 
Bengkulu. The Manager Review, 4(2), 540–558. https://doi.org/10.33369/tmr.v4i2.25848 

39) Narayana, A. A. S., & Ariyanto, D. (2020). Auditor’s experience as moderating effect investigative 
abilities and understanding of red flags on fraud detection. International Research Journal of 
Management, IT and Social Sciences, 7(1), 205–216. https://doi.org/10.21744/irjmis.v7n1.837  

40) Natalia, N. K. L., & Latrini, M. (2021). Dampak Pengalaman, Skeptisisme Profesional, dan 
Kompetensi pada Kemampuan Auditor dalam Mendeteksi Kecurangan. E-Jurnal Akuntansi, 31(2), 
349. https://doi.org/10.24843/eja.2021.v31.i02.p07  

41) Ode, A. L., Wahyuniati, H., Angela, F., & Oktri, S. (2020). Auditor’s Ability to Detect Fraud: 
Independence, Audit Experience, Professional Skepticism, and Work Load. RJOAS: Russian Journal 
of Agricultural and Socio-Economic Sciences, 11(107), 192–205. 
https://doi.org/10.18551/rjoas.2020-11.23  

42) Oktajeny, C. S., & Yanti, H. B. (2024). The Influence of Auditor at Audit Board od Indonesia 
Understanding Fraud Schemes and Redflags on Fraud Detection. Oikos: Jurnal Kajian Pendidikan 
Ekonomi Dan Ilmu Ekonomi, 08(2), 157–167. E-Jurnal Akuntansi Universitas Udayana, 30(6), 1369-
1381. 

43) Paramita, P., & Suryanawa, I. K. (2020). Pengaruh Orientasi Etis, Love of money dan Pengalaman 
Auditor Pada Persepsi Etis Auditor Mengenai Creative accounting. E-Jurnal Akuntansi, 30(6), 1369-
1381. 10.24843/EJA.2020.v30.i06.p03 

44) Pramuki, N. M. W. A., & Agustine, K. D. (2023). The Effect of Red Flags and Internal Bank Auditor 
Professional Skepticism on Fraud Detection in Denpasar. Asian Journal of Economics, Business and 
Accounting, 23(8), 36–43. https://doi.org/10.9734/ajeba/2023/v23i8952  

45) Prasetya, A., Afrizal, & Putra, W. E. (2023). Skeptisme Profesional Sebagai Variabel Intervening 
Hubungan Kompetensi Auditor, Tekanan Waktu Dan Keahlian Forensik Terhadap Kemampuan 
Auditor Mendeteksi Kecurangan. Jurnal Akuntansi Trisakti, 10(2), 249–272. 
https://doi.org/10.25105/jat.v10i2.16913  

46) Pratiwi, W., Rizal, N., Indrianasari, N. T., Wiyono, M. W., & Ifa, K. (2019). Auditor competence, 
auditor independence, auditor experience, audit fees and time budget pressure against fraud 
detection. Journal of Advanced Research in Dynamical and Control Systems, 11(12), 26–33. 
https://doi.org/10.5373/JARDCS/V11I12/20193208  

47) Primandini, N. M. C., & Latrini, M. Y. (2025). Pengaruh Fee Audit, Time Budget Pressure, dan 
Pengalaman Auditor pada Kualitas Audit. Owner: Riset Dan Jurnal Akuntansi, 9(1), 357-369. 
https://doi.org/10.33395/owner.v9i1.2438  

48) Putra, G. S. A., & Dwirandra, A. A. N. B. (2019). The effect of auditor experience, type of personality 
and fraud auditing training on auditor’s ability in fraud detecting with professional skepticism as a 
mediation variable. International Research Journal of Management, IT and Social Sciences, 6(2), 31–
43. https://doi.org/10.21744/irjmis.v6n2.604  

49) Putri, K. M. D., Wirama, D. G., & Sudana I. P. (2017). Pengaruh Fraud Audit Training, Skeptisisme 
Profesional, dan Audit Tenure Pada Kemampuan Auditor Dalam Mendeteksi Kecurangan. E-Jurnal 
Ekonomi dan Bisnis Universitas Udayana, 6(11), 3795-3822. 
https://ojs.unud.ac.id/index.php/eeb/article/view/30779  

50) Ratnasari, M., & Rofi, M. A. (2020). Faktor-Faktor Yang Memotivasi Kecurangan Laporan 
Keuangan. Journal of Management and Business Review, 17(1), 79–107. 
https://doi.org/10.34149/jmbr.v17i1.202  

51) Rubiyanty, I. M., Restianto, Y. E., & Rokhayanti, H. (2024). The Effect of Independence and Red 
Flags on Fraud Detection Skills Through Professional Scepticism. JUARA: Jurnal Riset Akuntansi, 
14(2), 323–343. 

52) Sara, M. (2023, April 10). Berbagai Kasus "Fraud" Membahayakan Ekonomi Indonesia. Kompas. 
https://money.kompas.com/read/2023/04/10/140841526/berbagai-kasus-fraud-membahayakan-
ekonomi-indonesia  

https://doi.org/10.21744/irjmis.v7n1.837
https://doi.org/10.24843/eja.2021.v31.i02.p07
https://doi.org/10.18551/rjoas.2020-11.23
https://doi.org/10.9734/ajeba/2023/v23i8952
https://doi.org/10.25105/jat.v10i2.16913
https://doi.org/10.5373/JARDCS/V11I12/20193208
https://doi.org/10.33395/owner.v9i1.2438
https://doi.org/10.21744/irjmis.v6n2.604
https://ojs.unud.ac.id/index.php/eeb/article/view/30779
https://doi.org/10.34149/jmbr.v17i1.202
https://money.kompas.com/read/2023/04/10/140841526/berbagai-kasus-fraud-membahayakan-ekonomi-indonesia
https://money.kompas.com/read/2023/04/10/140841526/berbagai-kasus-fraud-membahayakan-ekonomi-indonesia


ePaper Bisnis : International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Management 2025 (September), vol. 2, no. 3, Maharani, et al. 68 of 68 

53) Sari, R., & Andrian, S. (2023). The influence of professional skepticism, auditor’s experiences, and 
competency on fraud detection. International Journal of Research in Business and Social Science, 
12(3), 384–390. https://doi.org/10.20525/ijrbs.v12i3.2569  

54) Solimun. (2011). Analisis Variabel moderasi dan Mediasi. Malang: Program Studi Statistika FMIPA 
Universitas Brawijaya. 

55) Sugiyono. (2023). Metode Penelitian Kuantitatif, Kualitatif, dan R&D. Bandung: Alfabeta. 

56) Sweller, J. (1988). Cognitive Load During Problem Solving: Effects on Learning. Cognitive Science, 
12(1), 257-285. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15516709cog1202_4  

57) Untari, P. H. (2023, March 7). OJK Cabut Izin Akuntan Publik Nunu Nurdiyaman dan Jenly 
Hendrawan Imbas Kasus Wanaartha Life. Bisnis.com. 
https://finansial.bisnis.com/read/20230307/215/1634831/ojk-cabut-izin-akuntan-publik-nunu-
nurdiyaman-dan-jenly-hendrawan-imbas-kasus-wanaartha-life  

58) Wahidahwati, W., & Asyik, N. F. (2022). Determinants of Auditor’s Ability in Fraud Detection. 
Cogent Business and Management, 9(1). https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2130165  

59) Yuniati, T., & Banjarnahor, E. (2019). Indonesian Management and Accounting Research of External 
Auditor to Detect Fraud. Indonesian Management and Accounting Research, 18(02), 127–142. 

60) Zulaika, D., & Novita. (2021). Karakteristik, Profesionalisme, Skeptisisme Profesional terhadap 
Persepsi Auditor atas Red Flags. JRB-Jurnal Riset Bisnis, 4(2), 122–140. 
https://doi.org/10.35814/jrb.v4i2.1887  

https://doi.org/10.20525/ijrbs.v12i3.2569
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15516709cog1202_4
https://finansial.bisnis.com/read/20230307/215/1634831/ojk-cabut-izin-akuntan-publik-nunu-nurdiyaman-dan-jenly-hendrawan-imbas-kasus-wanaartha-life
https://finansial.bisnis.com/read/20230307/215/1634831/ojk-cabut-izin-akuntan-publik-nunu-nurdiyaman-dan-jenly-hendrawan-imbas-kasus-wanaartha-life
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2130165
https://doi.org/10.35814/jrb.v4i2.1887

