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Abstract: This research aims to explore the interaction strategies used by political parties as 

auditees when accepting auditors from public accounting firms in the process of auditing political party 

campaign funds. In the context of political party audits, the interaction model of the political parties being 

audited has never been studied before. This research employs a qualitative method with an interpretive 

paradigm. This study identifies three dimensions of political parties that influence their interaction 

strategies when facing auditors of Campaign Fund Reports, namely: 1. attention of the political party’s 

central leadership board, 2. constituents of political parties at the district/city level, and 3. achievement 

status from the head of a political party at the district/city level. The research findings conclude five 

interaction strategies undertaken by the auditee teams of political parties in facing electoral campaign fund 

auditors: Accommodating, Collaborating, Compromising, Avoiding, and Encountering. These five 

interaction strategies are influenced by three dimensions of political parties, as follows: 1. Political parties 

with high attention, high constituency, and low achievement employ the Collaborating strategy. 2. Political 

parties with high attention, high constituency, and high achievement employ the Compromising strategy. 

3. Political parties with low attention, high constituency, and High Achievement Status employ the 
Collaborating strategy. 4. Political parties with low attention, high constituency, and low achievement 
employ the Encountering strategy. 5. Political parties with high attention, low constituency, and Low 
Achievement Status employ the Accommodating strategy. 6. Political parties with high attention, low 
constituency, and high achievement status employ the Collaborating strategy. 7. Political parties with low 
attention, low constituency, and high achievement status employ the Accommodating strategy. 8. Political 
parties with low attention, low constituent, and low achievement status employ the Avoidance strategy.

Keywords: political party audits, interaction strategies, campaign fund accountability 

印度尼西亚竞选资金审计中的政党互动策略 

摘要：本研究旨在探讨政党作为被审计对象，在接受会计师事务所审计人员进

行政党竞选资金审计时所采取的互动策略。在政党审计的背景下，被审计政党的互

动模式从未被研究过。本研究采用定性方法和解释范式。本研究确定了政党面对竞

选资金报告审计人员的互动策略受到三个维度的影响，即：1.政党中央领导委员会

的关注度；2.区/市级政党选民；3.区/市级政党首脑的政绩状况。研究结果总结了

政党被审计团队面对竞选资金审计人员采取的五种互动策略：顺从、合作、妥协、



回避和遭遇。这五种互动策略受到政党三个维度的影响，具体如下：1.关注度高、

选民多、政绩低的政党采用合作策略。 2. 关注度高、选区多、成就高的政党采用

妥协策略。3. 关注度低、选区多、成就高的政党采用合作策略。4. 关注度低、选

区多、成就低的政党采用遭遇策略。5. 关注度高、选区少、成就低的政党采用迁就

策略。6. 关注度高、选区少、成就高的政党采用合作策略。7. 关注度低、选区少

、成就高的政党采用迁就策略。8. 关注度低、选区少、成就低的政党采用回避策略

。 

关键词：政党审计、互动策略、竞选资金问责. 

1. Introduction
The audit process in auditing an organization

determines the quality of audit reports. The 

process may include the collection, confirmation, 

and verification of audit data with the aim of 

providing audit reports to clients. In all processes, 

it is possible to state that the interaction between 

the auditee and auditor is a key point in providing 

a quality audit report. For example, conflicts 

between auditees and auditors have been 

identified as increasing in the context of private 

sector auditing [1]-[2]. This is evidenced by the 

many studies on the interaction between 

audidtees and auditors in the context of the self-

help sector over the last three decades. These 

studies can be grouped into two research focuses, 

namely: negotiation focus [1]-[3], [5]-[22], , and 

focus on non-negotiation [23]-[43]. The large 

number of studies on the interaction betwee;zn 

auditees and auditors with the focus of 

negotiations above indicates the conflict that 

occurs between auditees and auditors in the 

context of a private sector audit. So far, it has 

tended to be resolved with negotiation 

instruments to reach a middle ground [5], [17]. 

Although such conflict resolutions will certainly 

diminish the quality of financial statements [44]. 

The above conditions prove the increasing 

phenomenon of negotiation that occurs in the 

interaction between an auditee and an auditor, 

giving rise to the assumption that the orientation 

of auditee and auditor interaction in the context 

of a private sector audit is for negotiation [4].  

In the context of private sector auditing, 

conflicts in the interaction between auditees and 

auditors are usually triggered by disagreements 

regarding the appropriate accounting treatment, 

presentation, and disclosure of certain accounting 

transactions [14], [45]. Often conditions like this 

can be resolved by referring to applicable 

accounting guidelines. Conflicts can also occur 

for other reasons, such as while determining the 

auditor’s opinion in preparing audit reports [2]. 

Before the auditor submits the audit report with 

the opinion “unqualified audit report,” the 

auditee seeks to persuade the auditor to accept 

their position [30], [46]. This is due to the 

company’s aggressiveness in the independent 

sector in preparing its financial statements by 

manipulating accounting figures [44]. Therefore, 

there is an inappropriate preference for results 

between the auditee and auditor, and the 

negotiation process is considered to resolve the 

discrepancy. Basically, the conflict that occurs 

between the auditee and the auditor has gone 

through several stages, and each stage has led to 

efforts to resolve the conflict by applying certain 

strategies [22]. Each conflict situation must have 

its uniqueness, and its resolution is influenced by 

the relative negotiating strength of the two parties 

[3]. There are actually two choices that auditors 

can take, namely: choosing a negotiating strategy 

or choosing a strategy to withstand pressure from 

the auditee [14]. The auditor’s ability to 

withstand pressure from the auditee when 

resolving conflicts is very weak compared to the 

auditee’s power. Auditors are in a dilemma 

because they are incentivized to cooperate but 

have to compete when negotiating with auditees, 

raising concerns about auditors’ independence 

[47]. Research results [9] demonstrate that 

between an auditee and auditor in heading toward 

conflict resolution and negotiating decisions 

takes place in very different ways. Auditees have 

a greater capacity and are more flexible in making 

decisions and are more likely to use varied 
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negotiation tactics, such as bargaining, then 

giving up and trading in one issue for another. 

Auditees are very interested in good audit results 

because auditors’ financial statements are able to 

provide value added for the company, as well as 

to provide a sense of satisfaction for the auditee 

[48]. Of course, it is also to complete agency 

problems that occur between management and 

company owners [49]. 

In the context of private sector audits, the 

interaction process between auditees and auditors 

cannot be separated from the strategies and 

behaviors shown by both parties to solve 

problems [2], [14], [30]. [50]. The selection of 

appropriate strategies and behaviors has a 

significant impact on the negotiation results [51]. 

The characteristics of strategy and behavior 

indicate the negotiation model used by the parties 

involved in the interaction [52]. The conflict 

management style used by auditors applying the 

conflict management instruments when resolving 

disputes with clients regarding financial 

statement issues was explored in [30]. This model 

is based on two dimensions: concern for self and 

concern for others. It has five conflict 

management styles: integrating, dominating, 

obliging, avoiding, and compromising. A model 

of the interaction between auditors and clients 

related to the negotiation process was developed 

in [2]. The interaction model comprises a three-

element process consisting of the accounting 

issue, auditor-client process, and accounting 

interface. The results of his research demonstrate 

that interpersonal factors and the ability of the 

parties, including negotiation skills, can influence 

the negotiation process. As stated in [50], 

“strategy is a plan of action, setting broad goals 

and a general approach to achieving them, and 

negotiators choose to develop specific tactics that 

are consistent with the overall strategy”. There 

are four common negotiation strategies: yielding, 

inaction, problem solving, and contending. In the 

conflict between the auditee and auditor, solving 

problems through strategic problem solving and 

contending most in demand. A number of tactics 

have been used to implement the strategy, 

although not interrelated.  

The Thomas-Kilmann model [53] was used in 

[14] to reveal the interaction model during

auditee and auditor conflicts in Qatar. The model

was originally introduced by Blake and Mouton

[54], later it was further developed by Thomas 

and Killmann [53], and currently is known as 

“Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument”. 

This model uses two independent dimensions of 

interpersonal behavior: Assertiveness, which is 

behavior intended to satisfy one’s self-interest, 

and Cooperativeness, which is behavior intended 

to satisfy the interests of others. Based on the 

relative strengths of the two dimensions, the 

model “Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode 

Instrument” presents five conflict handling 

models: competing, accommodating, avoiding, 

collaboration, and compromising. The results of 

this study indicate that there is no single rigid 

strategy. It also implied the need to use easier 

strategies and tend to rely more on those 

strategies. 

In the context of public sector audits, the 

involvement of external auditors in financial 

audits is useful for increasing accountability in 

the institution [55]. Accountability in the public 

sector arises as a regulatory obligation and due to 

strong external pressure [56]. Accountability 

practices in the public sector have also begun to 

be applied to the political world, especially in the 

context of reporting and auditing political party 

campaign funds in general elections. This is a 

domino effect of the global demand for reform of 

campaign finance rules [57]-[58]. The reforms 

call for full reporting and disclosure of campaign 

funds [58]-[59]. In Indonesia, a phenomenon that 

has developed and triggered demands for reform 

of political party campaign finance rules is the 

tendency that political party campaign finance 

reports are substantially made dishonest about 

actual transactions. Such reports are made by 

political parties only for political purposes and 

administrative legitimacy [60]. Political party 

campaign finance reform in Indonesia is 

implemented by applying the principles of 

accountability and transparency, which require 

political parties to be open to all campaign 

finance management processes. All receipts and 

uses of campaign funds by political parties must 

be disclosed and reported [61]. Indonesia’s 

electoral law since the 2014 legislative elections 

has mandated audits of campaign finance reports 

for all political parties. Perhaps Indonesia is the 

only country that requires audits of political party 

campaign finance reports. The characteristics 

between political parties and private companies 

300



are very different; thus, the dimensions that 

influence political parties’ interactions and the 

interaction instruments used by political parties 

are clearly different. Until this study was 

conducted, it was very difficult to find research 

on the interaction between auditees and auditors 

in the context of political party audits. The only 

existing research [62] is a qualitative research 

case study on one of the KAP implementing the 

audit report of political party campaign funds in 

the legislative election in Indonesia in 2014. The 

focus of his research is auditory behavior. His 

research findings reveal the existence of audit 

quality reduction behavior by auditors due to 

compromises between auditees and auditors. 

However, the instruments of interaction between 

auditees and auditors in political party campaign 

finance audits have not been clarified.  

Based on the description above, the purpose of 

this article is to explain the interaction strategies 

carried out by political parties as auditees when 

dealing with KAP auditors during the campaign 

finance audit process. The basic components of 

the interaction process under study are the factors 

underlying the selection of strategies [11]-[12]. 

This study intends to reveal further about the 

dimensions inherent in political parties at the 

district and city levels that can be used to 

determine the interaction strategies applied by 

political parties as auditees when dealing with 

auditors. Such interaction strategies will certainly 

complement “compromise” as the only political 

party interaction strategy that has been invented 

by [62]. The research question built in the 

research context of political party campaign 

finance audits is as follows: What dimensions are 

inherent to political parties that can explain the 

interaction instruments used by political parties 

as auditees? What interaction strategies are 

applied by political parties when dealing with 

auditors? 

By answering the two research questions 

above, the results of this research will make a 

major contribution to theoretical development, 

especially accounting and finance, in the field of 

auditing. The results of this study certainly 

contribute to the development of audit practices, 

especially auditing political party campaign 

funds.  

2. Literature Review

2.1. Auditor-audidtee interactions 

Interactions between the auditee and auditor 

are standard procedures that must be carried out 

in the implementation of auditing. Interaction 

must be conducted to obtain auditing evidence, 

confirm, and verify auditing evidence to conclude 

opinions on the client company’s financial 

statements. The interaction between an auditor 

and an auditee also has a wide variety of 

meanings, and the meaning that arises is 

associated with the various actions carried out by 

the parties involved in the interaction [63]. The 

phenomenal meaning related to the interaction 

between an auditee and an auditor is negotiation 

to produce the auditee’s financial statements [3]. 

According to [24], the interaction between 

auditors and auditees can be understood from two 

approaches: game theory and decision theory. 

Approach game theory by viewing the auditor as 

a more active party and the testing strategy 

applied affects the auditee’s’ financial reporting. 

On the contrary, in approach to decision theory, 

while viewing auditors as passive, auditors 

examine reports but ignore the effect of those 

tests on auditee reporting behavior. Of the two 

approach models, the approach game theory 

better describes the real conditions of the 

interaction between auditees and auditors. 

Practice game theory In the interaction between 

the auditee and the auditor strengthens the results 

of the research [3] who concluded that the 

financial statements are the result of negotiations 

between auditors and auditees.  

Audit conflicts between auditees and auditors 

have the potential to be a serious threat to the 

continuity of independent audit functions and 

have triggered the interest of accounting 

researchers to reveal various interesting aspects 

of the interaction process between auditees and 

auditors because it will certainly contribute 

greatly to the development of accounting theory 

and practice, especially in the field of auditing. In 

the last three decades, the interaction between 

auditors and auditors was studied intensively. 

The author has periodized accounting studies on 

the interaction between auditees and auditors to 

identify the characteristics of research on the 

interaction of auditees and auditors from time to 

time to ensure that the focus of research and 

research issues can be identified from time to 

time. The periodization of these studies is made 
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in ten years (decades), which began with [23] 

until 2020. There are three phases of research: the 

first before 2000 phase, the second from 2000 to 

2010, and the third from 2011 to 2020. These 

studies are classified into two according to the 

focus of the research, namely: negotiation and 

non-negotiation, which will address the issues 

raised in the study.  

In the first phase of the period before 2000, 

five studies were found: one focused on 

negotiations [3] and four focused on non-

negotiation [23]-[26]. The only research that 

focused on negotiation raised issues about 

audited financial statements [3]. Studies that 

focus on non-negotiation have a variety of issues: 

auditing education [23], interaction models [24], 

and interactions under auditor conditions of 

ambiguity [25]-[26]. 

In the second phase of the period 2000 to 

2010, twenty-two studies were found: sixteen 

studies focused on negotiations [1], [4]-[13], and 

six studies focused on non-negotiation [27]-[30]. 

Studies in the second phase that focus on 

negotiation raise various issues: the negotiation 

model [4]-[5]; financial statements [1], [6]; 

negotiation strategy and tactics [6], [8]-[11]; 

auditor competence [7]; negotiation research 

[12]; and auditor rotation [13]. 

Studies that focus on non-negotiation also 

raise various issues: auditor/auditee competence 

[27]; [36] conflicts between auditors and auditees 

[30], interaction benefits [28], customer service 

[29], and going concern companies.  

In the third phase of the period from 2011 to 

the present, twenty-three studies were found: ten 

studies focused on negotiations [14]-[22], and 

thirteen studies focused on nonnegotiation: [31]-

[43]. 

Studies in the third phase that focus on 

negotiation raise various research issues: 

negotiation trends, negotiation models [14], the 

results of negotiations [15]; strategy and tactics 

[16]-[18], auditor/auditee competence [19]-[21], 

and audited financial statements [22].  

Studies that focus on non-negotiation raise 

various issues: interaction models [31]-[34]. 

Auditor/auditee competence [36]-[37], auditor’s 

conflict with the auditee [38], complex problems 

[39], changes in environmental regulations [40], 

auditor perspective [41], audit delay [42], and fee 

audits [43]. 

2.2. Interaction Instrumentation 

The Thomas-Kilmann model was used in [8] 

in revealing the interaction model applied by 

auditors when there is an auditee and auditor 

conflict in Qatar. This model known as “Thomas-

Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument” uses two 

independent dimensions of interpersonal 

behavior: assertiveness, which is behavior 

intended to satisfy one’s self-interest, and 

cooperativeness, which is behavior intended to 

satisfy the interests of others. Based on the 

relative strengths of each dimension, the model 

presents five models of conflict handling: 

competing, accommodating, avoiding, 

collaboration, and compromising. With the 

following definition: 

1. Competing is assertive and 

uncooperative. When competing, a person 

pursues personal interests at the expense of 

others, using whatever power appears appropriate 

to win the position. Thus, conflict is considered a 

win-lose competition. 

2. Accomodating, i.e. not assertive and

cooperative. The opposite of competing. When 

accommodating, one neglects one’s own 

attention in order to satisfy the concerns of others; 

There is an element of self-sacrifice in this mode. 

Therefore, conflict can be considered a lose-win 

situation. 

3. Avoiding, i.e., indecisive and 

uncooperative. When evading, persons do not 

immediately pursue their own interests or those 

of others. They did not manage the conflict. 

Avoiding can take the form of diplomatically 

avoiding problems, delaying problems until 

better times, or simply withdrawing from a 

threatening situation. Thus, the conflict is 

recognized as a loss-loss situation. 

4. Collaboration, i.e., assertive and 

cooperative–the opposite of avoidance. When 

collaborating, one tries to work with others to find 

a solution that fully satisfies both concerns. This 

involves extracting the problem to identify the 

underlying concerns of the two individuals and to 

find alternatives that meet both of them. The 

result is a win-win situation for both parties . 

5. Compromising occurs between 

assertiveness and cooperation. When 

compromising, the goal is to find thoughtful and 

mutually acceptable solutions that partially 

satisfy both parties. Compromise falls halfway 
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through competing and accommodating, meaning 

giving up more than just competing but less than 

accommodating.  

“Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument" 

has many advantages, First, not only to 

conceptualize interpersonal conflicts but also can 

be applied to conflicts of a nature “Dyadic”. 

Second, this model explains conflict behavior 

more than conflict outcomes. Third, it can be 

applied to all conflicts. Fourth, the recognition by 

the disputing party that the outcome and reaction 

of the opponent. Fifth, one concern (a particular 

strategy) has a double-edged effect. However, the 

results of [8] concluded that no single strategy 

can be adopted to be applied in all situations 

because it depends on the case.  

A cognitive model of auditors’ strategies in 

the interaction between auditors and auditors was 

developed in [2], with two main strategies: 

distributive and integrative. Distributive tactics 

include concession-making and competition, 

while integrative tactics include creative problem 

solving and agenda expansion. The results of his 

research found that three main factors influence 

an intended bargaining strategy: assessment of 

individual problems, auditor motivation, and 

auditor relative bargaining power. 

Empirical studies were conducted in [64] on 

the use of managerial influence in organizations 

to develop negotiation strategies and tactics. 

Eight influencing dimensions were found: 

assertiveness, ingratiation, rationality, sanctions, 

exchange, upward appeals, blocking, and 

coalitions. These scales were further developed 

into seven new scales of interaction strategies 

[65]: 

1. Reason: the use of facts and data to

support the development of logical arguments; 

and 

2. Coalition means mobilization of others

in the organization; and 

3. Ingratiation is the use of impact

management, flattery, and the creation of good 

intentions. 

4. Bargaining is the use of negotiations in

exchange for profits or assistance, 

5. Assertiveness is the use of a direct and

strong approach. 

6. Higher authority implies gaining support

from higher levels within the organization to 

support demand. 

7. Sanction is the use of organizationally

derived rewards and punishments. 

An experimental approach was used in [30] to 

explore auditors’ style when resolving clients’ 

financial statement issues. Rahim’s generic 

model of conflict management style was adopted, 

which is based on two dimensions: concern for 

self and concern for others. This produced the 

five interaction models:  

1. Integrating heightened attention to

oneself and others. 

2. Dominating high attention to oneself and

low attention to others. 

3. Obliging low attention to oneself and

high attention to others. 

4. Avoiding paying low attention to yourself

and others. 

5. Compromising mediating attention to

oneself and others. 

Research on audit partners and managers in 

Australia and New Zealand found that integrating 

models were most often used, followed by 

compromising and dominating models. 

When estimating the interaction between 

auditors - auditees in the public sector, in 

Tanzania’s government [55], three possible 

strategies were revealed: managing the auditor’s 

relationship with the auditee, playing it safe with 

the complexity of the role of external audits in the 

public sector, and addressing the politics of the 

moment.  

While social processing is relatively 

unobservable, outputs that represent the use of 

interaction skills in socially oriented actions can 

be observed. Social skills are defined as 

“behaviors or actions that enable us to 

communicate our needs and intentions to others 

and to respond to others’ messages in a competent 

manner”[66]. Another taxonomy of skills is 

based on verbal traditions, paralinguistics, and 

nonverbal aspects of communication. Instead, a 

conceptual model created in [66] defined the 

range of social interaction skills used in the areas 

of self-care, work, and playful activities because 

these skills were more desirable for occupational 

therapists. 

According to [67], social interaction skills are 

categorized into four-component skill areas: 
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acknowledging skills, sending skills, timing skills, 

and coordinating skills. 

1. Acknowledging skills indicates that a

person listens actively to and acknowledges the 

comments and actions of others. An example of 

such a skill is turning and looking at one’s social 

partner, nodding one’s head, and saying “uh-huh” 

to convey that one is listening and understanding 

what is being said. The ability to acknowledge 

one’s social partner is critical and often 

determines whether one is considered socially 

competent or not. 

2. Sending skills are used to send and

request information and communicate emotions 

to social partners. This category includes, for 

example, greeting, informing, and encouraging. 

“Each of these examples represents an objective, 

intent, or function of interaction”. The message 

can be verbal or nonverbal, or a combination of 

both. For example, encouragement can be 

conveyed by nodding one’s head and smiling or 

by saying “it’s okay”. 

3. Timing skills refer to an individual’s

ability to choose the right moment to respond to 

a message from a social partner without 

interrupting or hesitating for too long. Turn-

taking and tempo are aspects of timing that also 

characterize interactional style and must be 

considered when deciding on overlapping 

utterances and what constitutes an interruption. 

4. Coordinating skills are used to match a

person’s messages with those of’ social partners 

and with environmental expectations. The ability 

to read and interpret social cues is essential for 

social competence. Respecting another 

individual’s’ personal space, choosing the 

appropriate level of intimacy, and using 

appropriate language are examples of 

coordinating skills. Gender, social class, and 

culture are important determinants of appropriate 

and expected behavior in different situations. 

In practice, the four component skill areas 

overlap and influence each other. An essential 

feature of this model is a conceptual structure for 

the observation of social interaction in the context 

of job performance that provides guidance for the 

interpretation and evaluation of clients’ social 

skills deficits. 

3. Research Method

This research uses an interpretive paradigm, a 

research approach that focuses on the subjective 

nature of the social world by trying to understand 

the mindset of the object under study to analyze 

the social reality that occurs and how it is formed. 

Analysis was carried out using grounded theory 

procedures and techniques Grounded theory is 

the process of inductively building theories 

through qualitative data analysis.  

Analytical stages by performing three types of 

coding. First, open coding was performed during 

analysis, and concepts were identified, labeled, 

and categorized. Concepts, the basic unit of 

analysis in grounded theory, are names 

representing a phenomenon and therefore can be 

used at a higher general level than raw data. Once 

concepts begin to emerge from this coding, 

concepts that seem to be related to the same 

phenomenon are grouped together, thus forming 

categories. These categories are also labeled 

using higher-level names rather than the concepts 

grouped below them. In order to identify and 

understand the relationship between categories at 

the next stage of the analysis, it is necessary to 

establish the attributes of the category (that is, its 

properties) and also the dimensions of these 

properties. Open coding focuses on breaking 

down data. 

Second, axial coding focuses on reuniting data 

in different ways by making connections between 

each category and its subcategories. Third, 

selective coding concerns the final analytical 

development phase. In this phase, a selection of 

core categories is carried out, followed by a 

process that systematically connects all other 

categories at a high general level.  

When the data are reviewed, all three types of 

coding occur, although open coding dominates’’ 

the initial coding session, whereas ‘axial coding 

and selective coding dominate’‘’ subsequent 

sessions. In addition, all initial coding is seen as 

temporary, as concepts and categories evolve and 

change as new data are read and compared. Many 

iterations are required before a stable set of 

concepts and categories emerges. During coding, 

notes are created that contain the products of 

three types of coding: concept labels, 

subcategories, and relationships. Diagrams that 

visually represent the relationships between 

concepts and categories are useful. The model is 
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modified continuously as data analysis evolves 

and new insights emerge. 

The purpose of this study is to understand and 

determine the interaction strategies carried out by 

political parties as auditees. The data used in this 

study is individuals who experienced direct 

events, which are commonly referred to as 

participants. Participants in this study are 

certainly those involved in the process of 

preparing and preparing campaign finance 

reports for political parties, consisting of political 

party officials, politicians, KPU officers, and 

campaign finance auditors. Data collection in this 

study was carried out using data triangulation 

applying three methods, interviews, observation, 

and documentation, simultaneously. The research 

was conducted in the province of East Java.  

Figure 1. Research Flow Diagram 

4. Results and Discussion
The results of the coding analysis found that

there are three dimensions that influence political 

parties in communicating and resolving conflicts 

during the interaction process of auditees and 

auditors when auditing political party campaign 

finance reports. The three dimensions are 

attention, constituent, and achievement status. 

With the following explanation: 

1. Attention: DPP political parties.

Attention is a concept that has a long, rich, and

varied history in organizational science. In 1947, 

a focus was first made on channeling, structuring, 

and allocating attention (attention) as a central 

organizing concept to study what came to be 

called administrative behavior and later became 

organizational theory [68]. In general, the 

concept of attention is used to describe not a 

single mechanism or phenomenon but a variety of 

different but interrelated mechanisms, processes, 

structures, and outcomes operating at different 

levels of analysis [69]. The concept of attention is 

classified into three types based on its focus on 

structure, process, or outcome: the perspective of 

attention (attentional perspective), attention 

engagement (attentional angagement), and 

attention selection (attention selection).  

The definition of attention from political party 

PDCs is closest to the notion of attentional 

engagement because there is deliberate 

involvement from political party DPPs to guide 

problem-solving, planning, and decision-making 

related to campaign finance management in 

district/city political party DPCs. Judging from 

the attention dimension, political parties 

participating in elections at the district and city 

levels can be grouped into two categories:  

- First, district/city level political parties

with attention from the DPP of large political 

parties (high attention). Namely, district/city 

level political parties whose DPP political parties 
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pay great attention to managing campaign 

finance reports, thus causing district/city political 

parties to have a strong desire to demonstrate 

good campaign finance report management 

through the results of campaign finance report 

audits to their political party’s DPP.  

- Second, district/city political parties with

attention from the DPP’s small political parties 

(low attention). Namely, district/city-level 

political parties whose DPP political parties do 

not pay much attention even seem to provide 

flexibility (autonomy) to political parties at the 

city district level in managing campaign finance 

reports, causing political parties to have no desire 

to demonstrate good management of campaign 

finance reports through the results of campaign 

finance report audits to their political party DPP. 

2. Constituents: Constituents of district/city

level political parties; 

Constituents play an important role in 

developing a political party. The larger the 

constituency that supports legislative elections, 

the greater the party’s access and assets in power, 

the stronger its influence in the public and the 

more stable its management. Conversely, if the 

party has a small mandate from constituents, the 

less its influence on the use of public access and 

assets, the less its influence on public policy and 

vulnerability to internal party conflicts [70]. 

The nature of constituent support in Indonesia 

is classified as very unstable because constituent 

support for political parties can change at any 

time depending on constituents’ momentary 

interests and actual issues that develop within the 

public. Some of the factors that influence 

constituents are: mass media that shape and 

control public opinion and offers political money 

that can meet the demands of voter pragmatism. 

Judging from the constituent dimension, political 

parties at the district and city levels that 

participate in the election can be grouped into two 

categories:  

- First, high constituent political parties at

the district/city level. Namely, district/city-level 

political parties that in the 2019 legislative 

election obtained a large number of voter votes so 

as to be able to deliver these political parties to 

get legislative seats in the district/city DPRD. 

- Second, district/city level political

parties with a small number of constituents. 

Namely, district/city-level political parties whose 

numbers of voter votes were low in the 2019 

legislative election, so they were unable to deliver 

these political parties to get legislative seats in the 

district/city DPRD.  

3. Achievement status – the status of the

head of a political party at the district/city level. 

The third dimension to examine the strategy 

model of auditee interaction of political parties at 

the district/city level is the achievement status 

owned by the head of a district/city political 

party. Status sociologically is very important 

because it attaches to the position of a person a 

certain set of considered rights, as well as 

obligations and expectations that are considered 

for certain behaviors. Status as a political office, 

such as the position of regional head 

(Achievement status), is earned based on merit 

and is a position chosen or obtained that reflects 

a person’s exceptional skills, abilities, and efforts 

[71]. Political office is a person’s position in 

society that is obtained intentionally by requiring 

struggle and sacrifice (achievement status), for 

example, as in the area/public office of an area. 

When compared with the ascribed status and 

assigned status obtained from heredity and 

giving, achievement status is a high social status 

because it symbolizes leadership in society. 

In the context of auditing political party 

campaign finance reports, achievement status is 

owned by some political party leaders at the 

district/city level. Some heads of political parties 

who also hold regional public offices. A position 

obtained through great effort and struggle, which 

is an achievement that is difficult to be equaled 

by others, namely as a regent/department regent, 

mayor /department mayor, and leader of the 

DPRD. As a public official, of course, there is 

also a high level of public responsibility that 

requires public accountability. This condition 

motivates political party leaders to obtain good 

results in their political party campaign finance 

audits, thus influencing the interaction model 

carried out during the audit of political party 

campaign finance reports. Because, after all, the 

results of the audit of campaign finance reports 

by some people must be related to his 

achievements or position as a regional public 

official he carries. Therefore, the head of a 

political party who also has the status of a 
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political official and concurrently serves as a 

regional public official (high achievement status) 

feels responsible for giving an impression to the 

public (his community) through the audit results 

of his political party’s campaign finance report. 

So getting good audit results on campaign finance 

reports on the political party he leads is a must. 

Conditions and situations like this will not occur 

in the head of a district/city political party who 

does not have the status of a political official (low 

achievement status) 

Based on the achievement status of the head 

of the political party, political parties at the 

district or city level can be divided into two 

categories: 

- First, a political party whose chairman

has a regional public office (high achievement 

status). Namely the head of a regency/city 

political party who also concurrently serves as a 

regent/deputy regent, mayor/deputy mayor, and 

leader of the DPRD. 

- Second, political parties whose leaders

do not hold regional public office (low 

achievement status). Namely the head of a 

district/city political party who does not 

concurrently serve as a regent/deputy regent, 

mayor/deputy mayor, or DPRD leader. 

The interaction strategy carried out by the 

auditee team of political parties participating in 

elections at the district / city level revealed from 

the results of axial coding is similar to the conflict 

resolution strategy proposed in [53]. The strategy 

is viewed from the perspective of political parties 

(auditees). Five interaction strategies carried out 

by the auditee team of political parties 

participating in the election in districts/cities were 

revealed from the results of axial coding. These 

strategy models include Accommodating, 

Collaborating, Compromising, Avoiding, and 

Encountering strategies. Based on the following 

criteria: 

1. Accommodating is a model of interaction

strategies in which one sacrifices one’s own 

interests’ to fulfill the interests and desires of 

others. This model is implemented because the 

other party who is interacting is more 

professional and has a better solution for 

overcoming a problem. This strategy is used 

when something that happens is not very 

important to you. This accommodative model is 

known as “I lose, You Win”.  

2. Collaborating is an interaction strategy

model that attempts to satisfy all parties in case of 

problems by finding the best solutions and 

requiring commitment from all parties. This 

model requires patience and awareness to respect 

the other party without compromising one’s own 

interests. This condition is what all parties want 

to achieve when interacting or conflicting with 

other parties. This collaborating model is referred 

to as the “I win, You win” model.  

3. Compromising is a model of interaction

strategy in which all parties are willing to give in 

or not accept what they really want to safeguard 

common interests. This model is typically used 

when both interacting parties have equally 

important goals with equal capabilities. There is 

an agreement between the two parties; although 

not all wishes are fulfilled, some things are 

sacrificed for the benefit of the other party. The 

other party is in the same condition. The 

compromise model is a model that uses the “I 

lose, You lose” approach.  

4. Avoiding is a model of interaction

strategy that avoids direct interaction with other 

parties. The party in this position does not fight 

for their own interests or those of others. Because 

I do not want to get involved in conflicts. In the 

early stages, the parties in this position use 

diplomacy and various means to delay the 

occurrence of interaction. Then he will dodge and 

leave at the right time. In the implementation of 

this model, means that no party is the winner, and 

there is no losing party or “No Win – No Lose”.  

5. Encountering is a model of interaction

strategy in which one party prioritizes its own 

interests and uses all its strengths, abilities, and 

resources to fight for its interests even though it 

must win conflicts with other parties. This model 

is known as “I win – You lose”. This model is 

suitable for emergencies or when quick and 

decisive action is required.  

6. The results of selective coding that have

been carried out reveal the interaction strategy of 

political parties at the district / city level as an 

auditee, which is influenced by three dimensions 

of political parties: attention, constituents, and 

achievement status (Fig. 2) 
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Fig. 2. Political party interaction strategy model 

(auditee) 

The above diagram explains the strategy of 

political party interaction at the district/city level 

as an auditee in the process of auditing political 

party campaign funds as follows: 

a. Kwadran I-a, a political party at the

district/city level with opposition: high attention, 

high constituents, and low achievement status, is 

the winning political party in the election. When 

interacting with auditors, employees tend to 

apply collaborative strategies. The political 

parties in this group’s interactions with KAP 

auditors include the following: 

- Confidence in the campaign finance and

supporter reports prepared 

- Ready to interact with auditors and

maintain campaign finance reports 

- Confident in being able to obtain good

audit results 

- It is assumed that campaign finance audit

reports are also to get an impression from the DPP 

of their political party. 

- Obey and follow all campaign finance

audit procedures to perform instructions to 

safeguard the national identities of political 

parties  

- Does not give special attention to

auditors. 

Problems or conflicts that arise during the 

audit process tend to be addressed with mutual 

respect for the interests of each party, by finding 

a good solution for both, but not until 

negotiations occur. As explained by one of the 

political party administrators who was included 

in this group when interacting with the KAP audit 

team, conflicts arose regarding reports from the 

campaign finance information system 

application:  

“I explain the real thing like this; the 

application is like this; I open the application. 

Therefore, between reality and in different 

systems, I still adhere to the system that I 

understand. And the auditor said that was it” 

(Political party officials) 

b. Kwadran I-b, a political party at the

district / city level with positions: high attention, 

high constituents, and high achievement status, is 

the winning political party. When interacting 

with auditors, the party tends to apply 

compromise strategies (Compromising). The 

political parties in this group’s interactions with 

KAP auditors include the following: 

- Confidence in the campaign finance and

supporter reports prepared; 

- Readiness to interact with auditors and

maintain campaign finance reports; 

- Assumption that campaign finance audit

reports are also to get an impression from the DPP 

of their political party; 

- Assumption that campaign finance audit

reports are also intended to obtain impressions 

from the public (public); 

- The desire to obtain good audit results is

very high (large); 

- Making every effort to ensure good audit

results by compromising with KAP auditors; 

- Paying special attention to auditors, with

a warm welcome and banquet. 

The strategy of compromise is only carried out 

by political parties with considerable political 

power. Most such activities are carried out by 

political parties whose political party heads 

regional public offices (regents/deputy regents, 

mayors/deputy mayors or leaders in the 

district/city DPRD). The political party auditee 

team lobbies/compromises with the auditor by 

giving something both in the form of goods and 

money to the auditor team as a symbol of the 

invitation to compromise. The purpose of this 

award is not only to obtain good audit results but 

also to give a good impression to the auditor 

team. This is explained by the following 

participants:  
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“The external auditor who came, I gave an 

envelope, so that the audit process was fast, and 

the audit results were also good” (Political party 

leaders) 

“It is our habit to entertain guests, especially 

this auditor, who comes here during the fasting 

month, so he can’t entertain anything, so from the 

beginning, we plan to just provide transportation 

assistance like that. There is no other purpose: 

(Political party officials) 

c. Kwadran II-a. Political parties at the

district/city level with positions: low attention, 

high constituents, and high achievement status 

are the winning political parties in elections. 

When interacting with auditors, employees tend 

to apply collaborative strategies. The political 

parties in this group’s interactions with KAP 

auditors include the following: 

- Confidence in the campaign finance and

supporter reports prepared; 

- Readiness to interact with auditors and

maintain campaign finance reports; 

- Confidence in being able to pass the

auditing process and obtain good audit results; 

- Special attention to auditors;

- Assumption that campaign finance audit

reports are also intended to obtain impressions 

from the public (public). 

When the audit process is conducted, each 

party tends to maintain each other’s position by 

trying to find solutions that benefit all parties and 

do not arise conflicts. As explained by one of the 

political party administrators who was included 

in this group when interacting with the KAP audit 

team, as follows:  

“In other parties, every note is accompanied 

by a receipt and stamp, if I do not’. For example, 

I buy banners worth 50 million for all my 

candidates and get a note that I have paid taxes. 

If I approach again with a receipt using stamp 

duty, the tax is doubled. Who audits me,’ sir? Yes, 

I explain it like that, but the rules /revisions of the 

stamp duty are not clear. I have asked the KPU 

consultant in the province. He said there is no 

need to use a stamp duty” (Political party 

officials) 

d. Kwadran II-b. Political parties at the

district/city level with positions: low attention, 

high constituents, and low achievement status are 

the winning political parties in elections. KAP 

tends to apply encountering strategies when 

interacting with auditors. The political parties in 

this group’s interactions with KAP auditors 

include the following: 

- Considering campaign finance audits as

normal stages of elections that must be passed; 

- Preparing corrected reports and report

supporting files; 

- Being ready to interact with and face

auditors to maintain campaign finance reports; 

- Safeguarding/securing victory for his

political party in the election is not disturbed by 

the results of campaign finance audits; 

- Confident in being able to obtain good

audit results; 

- Not paying special attention to auditors.

The auditee team in this group political party

prepared all its preparations to face the KAP 

auditor team (encountering) by using all available 

strengths, capabilities, and resources to maintain 

its position as a winning political party in 

legislative elections. The auditee team convinced 

the KAP auditor about the submitted campaign 

finance report file, which contained evidence that 

had also been corrected. This condition is as 

explained by one of the political party 

administrators who are included in this group 

when interacting with the KAP audit team as 

follows:  

“I have corrected the campaign finance report 

that I submitted to KAP. This differs from the 

LADK and LPSDK reports submitted to the KPU. 

All his supporters were complete, and I dared to 

face the auditor to argue about my party’s 

campaign. My goal is to prevent the victory of my 

party from being clouded by administrative 

matters, such as campaign funds” (Participants - 

Political Party Candidates)  

e. Kwadran III. Political parties at the

regency/city level with positions: high attention, 

low constituents, and low achievement status are 

political parties that lose elections and do not get 

legislative seats in the district/city DPRD. In 

interacting with auditors, KAP tends to apply 

accommodative strategies (accomodating). The 

political parties in this group’s interactions with 

KAP auditors include the following: 
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- Hoping that the report on the results of

the campaign finance audit for his political party 

will provide an impression of the DPP of the 

political party; 

- Obeying and following all campaign

finance audit procedures to perform the 

instructions of the DPP of political parties and 

maintain the national image of political parties  

- Not paying too much attention or special

welcome to auditors 

- Auditees tending to lack mastery of

campaign finance reports; 

- Serving the auditor team more when

conducting audit procedures. 

What the auditee team does when conducting 

the audit procedure tends to follow what the 

auditor wants or serves the interests of the KAP 

auditor. As explained by one of the political 

party’s campaign finance auditors when 

interacting with the auditee, as follows:  

“However, there are also political parties that 

lose but still come well with the auditor team. 

They accepted the arrival of our team and 

provided supporting evidence of their campaign 

finance report, which we requested earlier. Most 

teams that lose when receiving our arrival do 

seem lazy to confirm or verify their campaign 

finance report data; they are resigned to the 

existing campaign finance reports, eh with the 

audit procedures we do” (Participant-auditor 

KAP) 

f. Kwadran IV. Political parties at the

regency/city level with positions: low attention, 

low constituents, and low achievement status are 

political parties that lose elections and do not get 

legislative seats in the district/city DPRD. KAP 

tends to apply avoidance strategies when 

interacting with auditors. The political parties in 

this group’s interactions with KAP auditors 

include the following: 

- Feeling campaign finance audits are not

necessary/useless because the election results are 

clear;  

- Tending to avoid or refrain from

auditing; 

- Not preparing supporting files for

campaign finance reports requested by auditors; 

- Unwilling and unable to explain his

political party’s’ campaign finance report; 

- Not caring about the audit process and

audit results. 

Some things that have been done by the 

political party auditee team include avoiding the 

arrival of the auditor team by not meeting the 

KAP auditor team when they come, or being 

forced to meet the auditor team in an 

uncooperative manner. This condition was 

explained by the KAP auditor as a participant in 

this study as follows: 

“Political parties that lose elections are 

usually difficult to meet; they ping pong us. The 

political party LO gave the campaign fund 

manager a phone number and asked me to 

contact the political party campaign fund 

manager directly. I called the political party’s 

campaign finance manager but was asked to 

contact the political party treasurer because the 

campaign finance audit was managing the 

treasurer. Then I called the treasurer of the 

political party. He said that the matter of 

campaign finance audits was directly to the 

campaign fund management officer. That’s the 

reality” (Participant-auditor of KAP) 

5. Conclusion
The selection of interaction strategies by

political parties at the district/city level, acting as 

auditees when facing external auditors during the 

audit process of political party campaign funds, 

can be predicted by understanding the conditions 

of the three inherent dimensions of these political 

parties. First, attention from the Central 

Leadership of political parties denotes the 

deliberate involvement of the central political 

party leadership in guiding problem-solving, 

planning, and decision-making related to the 

management of campaign funds at the 

district/city level political party branches. 

Second, political party constituents at the district 

and city levels play a crucial role in shaping the 

trajectory of a political party. The larger the 

constituents supporting the party in legislative 

elections, the greater the party’s access, assets in 

power, influence in the public sphere, and 

stability in its party leadership. Lastly, the 

achievement status of the head of a political party 

at the district/city level represents a significant 
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position attained through considerable effort and 

struggle, such as becoming a regent/deputy 

regent, mayor/deputy mayor, or leader in the 

regional legislative council. 

The audit process of political party campaign 

funds occurs after the election results are known; 

thus, interaction strategies employed by political 

parties at the district/city level as auditees when 

facing campaign fund auditors can be categorized 

into two groups: a) winning political parties tend 

to employ interaction strategies such as 

collaborating, compromising, and encountering, 

and b) losing political parties tend to resort to 

strategies like accommodating and avoiding. This 

study contributes to understanding the interaction 

strategies employed by political parties when 

facing auditors in the electoral campaign fund 

audit process. To date, it has been challenging to 

find research on political party interaction 

strategies in electoral campaign fund audits. The 

investigative findings on political party 

interaction strategies serve as empirical evidence 

from Indonesia, providing additional insights into 

how political parties engage in interactions when 

confronted with campaign funding auditors. 

The learning implication of this research is an 

increased understanding of the importance of 

transparent and accountable political financial 

governance in improving democratic integrity. 

By analyzing political party interaction strategies 

in campaign finance audits, factors that influence 

compliance with regulations and audit processes 

can be identified that can be improved. These 

implications can help in developing more 

effective policies to strengthen good political 

governance and increase public trust in the 

political process and participation in elections. 

Suggestions for further research are to further 

explore the influence of political party interaction 

strategies on audit results and compliance with 

regulations. Follow-up studies could broaden the 

scope to include various political entities, 

compare audit practices in different countries and 

regions, and analyze the impact of audit policies 

on democratic integrity and good governance 

more broadly. In addition, it is important to 

continue to review regulatory developments 

related to campaign finance and political audits 

and explore innovations in audit methodology 

that can increase the effectiveness and 

transparency of future audit processes. 
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