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ABSTRACT
Fraudulent behavior of participants in the budgetary process depending on situational and individual factors
is studied in this research. The situational factors included obedience pressure and opportunity. The individual
factor included Machiavellianism. This study was a laboratory experiment with blended methods. The subjects
were accounting employees in the public and private sectors of Indonesia. The results indicate that the authorities’
pressure significantly influenced their subordinates in decision-making. This opportunity is a root cause of fraud.
This research also confirmed that individuals with high Machiavellianism have more fraudulent behaviors than
those with low Machiavellianism. The sensitivity test found that the proportion of female participants did not
affect the primary outcome. Similar to gender analysis, there was no difference in fraudulent behaviors between
the accounting employees in the Indonesian public sector and those in the private sector. The Government
understand the factors causing the employees’ fraudulent behaviors in budgeting. State institution will strive to
maintain public trust and resources efficiently and effectively.
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OPUTUHAJNIbHAS CTATbA

MoLweHHUYeCTBO B roCyAapCTBEHHOM OHOAXXEeTUPOBAHUMN:
aAoKasarenbcrBa u3 MHaOoOHe3uu

H.B. Pyctnapmun
YHuepcuteT Maxacapacsatu [lennacap, Jexnacap, banu, UnpooHesus

AHHOTAUMUA

B LaHHOM MccnenoBaHUM M3y4vaeTcs MOLWEHHMYECKoe NMOoBeAeHMe YYacTHWMKOB BIAXEeTHOro npouecca B 3aBUCHU-
MOCTM OT CUTYaLMOHHbIX U MHAMBUAYANbHbIX (AKTOpPOB. CUTYyaUMOHHbIE GaKTOpbl — 3TO AaBfieHWEe PYKOBOACTBA
M BO3HMKAKLWMe BO3MOXHOCTU. MHAMBMAYANbHBIMU DaKTOpaMK SBASIOTCS MaKMABENNIUCTCKME vepTbl. [laHHOoe wmc-
cnepoBaHue npeactaBnseT cobov NabopaTopHbIA 3KCMEPUMEHT CO CMEeLLaHHbIM An3aiHoM. McnbiTyemMbiMu Bbln pa-
60THMKM ByxranTepum B rocyaapCTBEHHOM M YAaCTHOM cekTopax MHAOHe3Mu. Pe3ynbTaThbl MOKA3bIBAOT, YTO AaB/EeHMeE
PYKOBOACTBA CTAHOBMUTCS 3HAYUTENbHOM CUNOM, BAUSIKOLWEN HA MOAYMHEHHDBIX NPU NPUHATUM peLlEHUIA. ITOT BakTop
TakXe CYMTaeTcs NepBOMPUYMHON MOLIEHHMYECTBA. Pe3ynbTaThl nccnenoBaHUsa NOATBEPXKAAIOT, YTO NHOAM C BbICO-
KMM YpPOBHEM MakuaBenM3Ma Yalle COBEepLUAT MOLWEHHMYEeCcKMe AencTBus. TeCT Ha YyBCTBUTENbHOCTb MOKa3san,
YTO [0S XEHLWMH Cpein Y4aCTHUKOB HE MOBAUANA HA MEPBUYHbIA pe3ynbTaT. AHAaNOTUYHbIV FreHAEPHbIM aHANNU3 He
BbISIBUN PA3IMYMIA B MOLUEHHMYECKOM MOBEAEHUM Mexay paboTHMKaMu Byxrantepuu B rocyfapCTBEHHOM M 4acT-
HOM ceKkTopax. [1paBUTeNbCTBO, NOHMMAA, Kakne (akTopbl Bbi3bIBAKOT MOWEHHUYECKOE MOBeAEeHME COTPYAHMKOB
npu CoOCTaBneHuun boaxeTa, MOXeT NpeaoTBPaTUTb Cy4an MOWEHHUYECTBA NYTEM YKPEnJeHUs OpraHn3aLnMoHHOro
ynpaBneHus. 3To NO3BOJUT COXPAaHUTb 0OLLECTBEHHOE LOBEPME M UCMNONb30BATb pecypchbl BroaxeTa 3hPEKTUBHO
M pe3ynbTaTUBHO.
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INTRODUCTION

Budgeting in the public sector is a complicated and
long-term process [1]. Budgeting is a forum to meet
the power of budget actors with different interests.
The budget impacts the political bargaining
process for legitimization, system maintenance,
or organization control. These interactions are
susceptible to causing dysfunctional behavior, such
as fraud.

Fraud in the budgeting process often occurs in
developing countries, including Indonesia. The misuse
of the government budget is considered a culture.
Budget documents are also immediately revised and
changed several times within one budget year. The
revised budget process allows the budget actors to
commit fraud. In terms of supervision, the executive
commonly made collusion with the legislative and
even with the budget inspectors [1]. However, several
studies examining government budgeting often
ignore the processes and roles of the actors involved.
Compared to the budgeting studies conducted in
western countries, only limited studies have examined
fraud in developing countries, particularly Indonesia.

Based on these phenomena, academicians
emphasize the importance of research on the
budgeting process. Studies on the budget process
require a deep understanding of factors influencing
the decisions made in budget allocation. Some
previous studies revealed that the legislature had
more role in the budgeting process [2], while only
limited studies analyzed the behavior of executives
(bureaucrats). Bureaucrats will involve fraud when
perceiving fraud as “normal” and internalized
within the organizational and administrative
structures [1, 3]. This study combined situational
and individual factors to understand the behavior
of budget actors. Situational factors will affect an
individual’s probability of reacting to an event, while
an individual’s characteristic will affect the reaction
quality.

This research aimed to investigate the influence
of situational and individual factors on fraudulent
behavior in the public budgeting process. Obedience
pressure and opportunity are the foundation of the
fraud triangle concept. The theoretical frameworks
included both Obedience and Routine Activity
Theories. Meanwhile, individual factors were viewed
by discussing their Machiavellian personality as Dark
Triad. Individuals with Machiavellian personalities
showed their unique characteristics [4]. Individuals
with Machiavellian personalities will be stronger when
interacting with certain situations or environments
[5]- Nevertheless, the studies on individuals with
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Machiavellian personalities in the public (nonprofit)
sector still needed to be completed.

The results indicated that both situational and
individual factors influenced the behavior of budget
actors. In high obedience pressure conditions,
fraudulent behavior was more likely experienced by
those with higher opportunities than those with lower
opportunities. However, in high or low opportunity
conditions, the fraudulent behavior of those with
high obedience pressure is not different from those
with low obedience pressure. In high opportunity
conditions, the fraudulent behavior of those receiving
high or low pressure was equally high. This result
confirmed that individuals tended to focus on
opportunities to commit fraud instead of obedience
pressure from their superiors. Therefore, opportunity
is one main factor increasing an individual to commit
fraud, while obedience pressure is only a trigger. This
study also supported some previous studies that
individuals with high Machiavellianism were more
likely to follow their superiors’ instructions and take
the opportunities to commit fraud.

This study has both theoretical and practical
contributions. Theoretically, this study has two
contributions to the accounting field: first, to the
literature on budget-making by expanding previous
results, mainly related to the budget actors’ fraudulent
behavior in the budgeting process, and second, to the
accounting ethics literature by studying individuals
with Machiavellian traits to predict the fraudulent
behaviors. These individual characteristics interacted
with the situational factors influencing the budget
actors’ behavior. In practical terms, the government
should effectively and efficiently minimize these
factors to the public resources.

The following section discusses the literature
review, hypothesis formulation, research method, and
discussion. The last section presented the research
conclusions.

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESIS
Obedience Pressure and Fraudulent Possibility
Obedience pressure is one predictor of fraudulent
behaviors. The obedience theory explains that an
individual influences others’ behavior through
authority to control subordinates. The superiors
collaborated to commit fraud for the organization’s
interests. Thus, honest or law-abiding individuals
commit fraud when pressured by other individuals
with authorities [6]. In the public budgeting process,
the intervention of superiors to their subordinates,
usually occurs in top-down budgeting. A public
sector organization with a structure and hierarchy
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of power confirmed that those with legal power
should obey the orders. Initially, the fraud might
be temporary, yes, acceptable, and expected. Thus,
fraudulent behaviors were considered “normal”
[1]. The obedience pressure has become an initial
mechanism of an organization’s fraudulent behavior.
This fact supported the previous studies mentioning
that budget misreporting occurred more often in
authoritative budgeting [7]. Thus, the research
hypotheses were formulated as follows:

H1: Fraud possibility is higher when an individual
is given higher than low pressure.

Opportunity and Fraudulent Possibility
Opportunity refers to an organization’s situation,
which allows a fraud to happen. Routine Activity
Theory states that fraud happens due to the
conditions potentially used by the actors to
commit fraud [8]. According to budgeting theory,
a budget results from a routine, patterned, and
interdependent budgeting process. Budgeting
activity has a stable cyclic pattern subject to a strict
time limit. The potential actors use these conditions
to commit fraud. Therefore, the environment is
essential to influence an individual’s behavior [1].

The government budget, which lacks control over
the program plans in public budgeting, enabled the
budget actors to mark up the budget. These situations
became worse since the government did not clearly
describe the programs. Thus, it took a lot of work to
estimate the budget [9] appropriately. The frequently
revised budget has been one-factor enabling
individuals to commit fraud. Through supervision,
there needed to be an integrated inspection of the
program plans and realizations, program evaluation,
and budget evaluation in the following year. External
supervision has been usually a post-financial audit,
while internal supervision was an audit only before
post-audit or when a fraud case occurred. The
punishment given to the convicted had no deterrent
effect. Thus, the formulated hypothesis is:

H2: Fraud possibility is higher when an individual
has a high than low opportunity.

Machiavellianism and Fraudulent Possibility
Machiavellianism is classified into two categories,
high and low Machiavellianism. An individual
with high Machiavellianism has goal-oriented
characteristics [10]. Various goals encouraging
individuals to participate in fraudulent activities
include bonuses, salary increases, promotions, etc.
These traits increased after interacting situational
factors, e.g., pressure from an organization’s
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superior. High Machiavellianism has pressure and
follows the superior’s instruction under pressure
conditions. An individual’s desire to get higher
status was under the control of others, causing
them to believe that manipulation was one most
appropriate mechanisms to achieve the goal [4, 5].
Therefore, high Machiavellianism was more willing
to involve fraud.

H3: Fraud probability is higher in individuals
with high Machiavellianism than those with low
Machiavellianism.

An individual with high Machiavellianism would
obey the superiors’ pressure to do the budgetary slack.
They had more positive attitudes towards budgeting
activities to get significant resources. They would be
unethical if they gained personally benefit from such
actions [10]. The main reason was considering the
budgeting process, which provided something to their
intention. This condition was in contrast to those with
low Machiavellianism. They would not change their
behavior in such situations even though they were
pressured [11]. Thus, the formulated hypothesis is:

H4: Machiavellianism moderates obedience
pressure and fraud probability.

Routine activity theory emphasizes that
rational individuals, including those with high
Machiavellianism, will be interested in profit
opportunities. Those individuals will show friendly
and cooperative behaviors as manipulative actions or
strategies to utilize the situations or others to achieve
their personal goals [5]. Individuals with high prefer
to work with others when earning more money. They
will take the opportunities to maximize their benefits,
mostly when the committed fraud is least probably
known. They also tended to look for new opportunities
to improve their positions. Individuals will be more
interested in fraud when situational factors facilitate
their behaviors [10]. Thus, the formulated hypothesis
is:

H5: Machiavellianism moderates opportunity and
fraud probability.

METHODOLOGY
Research Subjects
A total of 96 subjects participated in this research.
The subjects were of the accounting employees in
Indonesia’s public and private sectors. Subjects
were voluntary participants attending the training
events to prepare their working plans and budgets.
Before collecting the data, the subjects filled out
the informed consent as evidence of approval
for these experimental actions. The participants
were also offered to have the door prizes drawn
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Table 1

Experiment Matrix

High Group 1 Group 2 Group 5 Group 6
g N=17 N=15 N=32 N=32
Low Group 3 Group 4 Group 7 Group 8

N=15 N=17 N=732 N=732

Source: Designed by the researchers.

after completing the task [12]. Seventeen men
(17.71%) and 79 women (82.2%) participated in
this experiment. Most participants had 5-10 years
of working experience (57.30%) and worked in the
private sector (60.41%).

Research Design

This research was considered a laboratory
experiment with a 2x2x2 mixed design. The
experimental matrix consisted of eight groups. Four
groups had subjects with high Machiavellianism,
while the others had low Machiavellianism. The
subjects were randomized into groups to ensure that
the group subject conditions were equivalent. Each
subject received two high/low obedience pressure
treatments and high/low opportunity. The subjects
under high obedience pressure and high opportunity
became the experimental group members, while
those with low obedience pressure and low
opportunity were the control group members. The
number of participants in Groups 1 and 4 was equal,
with each consisting of 17 people. Meanwhile, the
number of participants in Groups 2 and 3 were
also equal, with each consisting of 15 people.
Furthermore, the number of participants in groups
5, 6, 7, and 8 were equal, with each consisting of
32 people. This figure indicates that the number
of participants with high Machiavellianism was
lower than those with low Machiavellianism. The
experimental design matrix is shown in Table 1.

Participants read a short scene during the
experiments and assumed that the researchers were
also in the scenario situations. The advantage of
using a short, simple, and easy scenario was clearly
describing and focusing on the tasks and questions
related to the given cases. The case scenarios referred
to the previous instruments [1, 13] and were modified
according to Indonesia’s actual conditions’ public
budgeting process. Interviews were conducted with
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several budgeting practitioners in the Development
Planning Agency at Sub-National Level to make
relevant scenarios.

Operational Definition and Measurement of Variables
The dependent variable was fraudulent behavior.
The participants were given scenarios illustrating
the budgeting process. The subjects acted as
the budget actors drafting the working and
budget planning and preparing a budget for the
upcoming year. One of the working plans outlined
in the working and budget planning was a cattle
development program estimated at IDR 100,000,000
(around US$ 7.150). At the meeting on budget
revision, this program obtained additional funds
relevant to one of the regional government’s
flagship programs. The subjects of colleagues in
the procurement department conducted a re-survey
and estimated an additional fund of IDR 50,000,000.
Therefore, the subjects had to revise the budget to
IDR 150,000,000. The Head of the Regional Working
Unit asked the subjects to mark up the prices in
this condition. If the participants had to obey the
superior’s instructions to mark up the budget, the
participants were considered inclined to commit
fraud, and vice versa. The participants’ responses
were measured on a seven-point scale, with the
tendency from strongly disagree to agree.

The independent variables were obedience,
pressure, opportunity, and Machiavellianism. The
obedience pressure conditions consisted of two
schemes: high and low. This study operationalized the
superior figures through role-playing using “Heads of
Regional Work”, instructing each participant to mark
the budget. This method showed that the instruction
was not a part of the planned experiment, yet the
incoming instruction would benefit the parties
involved in public budgeting. In a high obedience
pressure scenario, the superiors provided direct
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instructions to mark the budget. Due to the low
obedience pressure scenario, the superiors did not
force the participants to mark up the prices, yet
entirely gave the participants authority without any
sanction.

The second independent variable was an
opportunity. This information was presented in high
and low opportunities. A high opportunity scenario
was illustrated as a conducive working environment
to fraud — organizations did not have to describe
the budget clearly. There was no integrated budget
supervision or decisive action against non-compliant
budget execution. The low opportunity scenario was
illustrated with a working environment contrasting
with high opportunity conditions.

The third independent variable was
Machiavellianism, a personality that tended
to be selfish, manipulative, and aggressive.
Machiavellianism was measured with the Mach IV
Scale, as outlined in 20 statement items [14]. The
participants’ responses were measured with a seven-
point scale, 1 = “Strongly Disagree” to 7 = “Strongly
Agree”. The Machiavellianism score was calculated by
accumulating the participants’ scores, then added with
a constant value of 20. The individuals were called
having high Machiavellianism when the Mach score
was above 100 and having low Machiavellianism when
the Mach score was below 100. 100 is Mach’s neutral
score. The questionnaire has passed the validity and
reliability tests. The validity test results showed
that the Pearson Correlation value ranged between
0.311-0.674 > 0.03. Meanwhile, the reliability test
results showed that the Cronbach Alpha value was
0.782 > 0.70.

Procedures

The participants answered the questionnaires
manually during the experiments. The experiments
consisted of two sessions. In the first session, four
groups of participants worked with two types of
modules. Those four groups returned to work on the
other two modules in the next session, separated
from the first. One experimental session lasted for
30 minutes. The experimental procedures were as
follows:

1. The participants entered the room and were
asked to complete a Machiavellian questionnaire.
The committee calculated the Machiavellian
scores and grouped them into high and low
Machiavellianism.

2. The participants were randomized with
lottery numbers into eight groups based on
the Machiavellian scores during the event. The
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participants then sat according to the number
to facilitate the experimenters in distributing
the modules-the first information related to the
participant’s working environment. The superiors
asked the participants to assume being in the
situation described in the scenario.

3. Next, the presenter introduced the Heads of
Regional Work as the superiors to the participants.
The presenter asked the participants to follow the
instructions from the Heads of Regional Work.

4. In the module containing a high obedience
pressure scenario, the superiors asked the
participants to mark the budget and mention
the values used. The superiors also stated firmly
that they would give sanction (mutation) if the
participants did not follow the instructions.
Meanwhile, in a low obedience pressure scenario,
the superiors instructed the same information
without any pressure. The superiors used their full
authority to the subordinates to use reasonable
values. The superiors also asked the participants to
adjust their actions to the opportunities provided in
the related institutions.

5. The participants were then asked to determine
one answer to complete the manipulation-check
questions. The superiors asked the participants to
collect the modules after completing the questions.
The second session was similar to the first one.

The participants were debriefed and told that the
activities would be beneficial for the participants after
completing all sessions. The debriefing aimed to help
the participants return to the situations and emotions
experienced before the pre-manipulation conditions.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Manipulation Check
The participants will pass the manipulation check
if they correctly answer two of three questions. At
the beginning of the experiment, 105 participants
were involved. Only 96 participants (91.43%) were
entitled to participate in further tests.

Group Descriptive Statistics
Table 2 shows the average values and deviation
standard of dependent variables and the number of
participants in eight groups.

Hypotheses Testing Results
Hypothesis 1a predicts that fraudulent behavior is
lower in high obedience pressure of individuals with
low opportunity than those with high opportunity.
Hypothesis 1b predicts that fraudulent behavior is
higher in low obedience pressure of individuals with
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Table 2

Dependent Variable Descriptive Statistics

Group 1 Group 2 Group 5 Group 6
High Mean: 5.24 Mean: 3.2 Mean: 3.71 Mean: 2.19
SD: 0.75 SD: 1.52 SD:1.33 SD: 1.15
Group 3 Group 4 Group 7 Group 8
Low Mean: 4.13 Mean: 2.76 Mean: 3.37 Mean: 1.97
SD: 1.81 SD: 1.3 SD: 1.86 SD: 0.99
Source: Calculation result.
Table 3

Results of the Fraudulent Behaviour Difference Test (Obedience Pressure and Opportunity)

Condition: High obedience pressure
Group 2,6 — Low opportunity 2.51 _
13 Group 1,5 High opportunity 4.24 6.27 0.00
Condition: Low obedience pressure
Group 3,7 — High opportunity 3.62
16 Group 4, 8 Low opportunity 2.24 = 20
Condition: High Opportunity
Group 3,7 — Low obedience pressure-High 3.62 _
2 Group 1,5 obedience pressure 4.24 Lol g
Condition: Low opportunity
Group 2,6 — High obedience pressure-Low 2.51
25 Group 4,8 obedience pressure 2.24 10 0.30

Source: Calculation result.

high opportunity than those with low opportunity.
Table 3 shows that fraudulent behavior was higher
in high obedience pressure of individuals with
high opportunity than those with low opportunity
(t = -6.27, p = 0.00). Similarly, in low obedience
pressure, individuals with high opportunity had
higher fraudulent behavior than those with
low opportunity (t = 4.31, p = 0.00). The results
supported hypotheses 1a and 1b.

Hypothesis 2a predicts that in high opportunity,
fraudulent behavior is lower in individuals with low
obedience pressure than in individuals with high
obedience pressure. Hypothesis 2b predicts that in
low opportunity, fraudulent behavior is higher in
individuals with high obedience pressure than in
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individuals with low obedience pressure. The results
in Table 3 also show that the fraudulent behavior of
individuals with high obedience pressure in high
opportunity was not different from individuals with
low obedience pressure (t = —1.88, p = 0.06). The
results were similar in low opportunity (¢t = 1.03,
p = 0.30). Fraudulent behavior in high and low pressure
was equally high in high opportunity. Although this
empirical evidence did not support hypotheses 2a
and 2b, these facts confirmed that opportunity was
one key element in fraudulent behaviors.
Hypothesis 3a predicts that fraudulent behavior
is lower in high obedience pressure of individuals
with low Machiavellianism than those with high
Machiavellianism. Hypothesis 3b states that
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Table 4
Results of Fraudulent Behaviour Difference Test (Machiavellianism)
Hypothesis Group Treatment Mean t value Sig (2-tailed)
Condition: High Obedience Pressure
Group 5,6 — Low Machiavellianism 2.95 _
33 Group 1,2 High Machiavellianism 4.28 413 0.00
Condition: Low Obedience Pressure
Group 3,4 — High Machiavellianism 2.67
e Group 7,8 Low Machiavellianism 341 28 e
Condition: High Opportunity
Group 5,7 — Low Machiavellianism 3.55 5
3¢ Group 1,3 High Machiavellianism 4.72 347 0.00
Condition: Low Opportunity
Group 2,4 — High Machiavellianism 2.97
o8 Group 6,8 Low Machiavellianism 2.08 el e

Source: Calculation result.

fraudulent behavior is higher in individuals with high
Machiavellianism than those with low Machiavellianism
in low obedience pressure. Table 4 shows that the
results supported hypothesis 3a (t = -4.13, p = 0.00)
and hypothesis 3b (t = 2.05, p = 0.04).

Hypothesis H3c predicts that in high opportunity,
fraudulent behavior is lower in individuals with
low Machiavellianism than those with high
Machiavellianism. The H3d hypothesis states
that fraudulent behavior is higher in individuals
with high Machiavellianism than those with low
Machiavellianism in low opportunity. The results
supported hypothesis 3c (t = -3.47, p = 0.00) and
hypothesis 3d (t = 3.16, p = 0.00) presented in Table 4.

DISCUSSION
The test results on hypotheses 1a and 1b revealed
that in high obedience pressure and high
opportunity, individuals with high opportunity
had higher fraudulent behavior than those with
low opportunity. This result indicated that a top-
down governmental budgeting process enables
superiors to instruct subordinates to mark up the
budget for various objectives, such as obtaining
personal benefits, maintaining budget allocations
for the upcoming year, or accommodating other
activities related to budget politics [9]. The form
of public sector organizations maintaining the
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structure and hierarchy of power confirmed to obey
the instructions. Some reasons making it difficult
for a subordinate to disobey the instructions
included: 1) no courage to disobey the authorities
even in extreme cases, 2) thinking that the related
individual was only an agent, so the responsibilities
were handed to those having the authority, 3) having
an obligation to return the favor, such as receiving
payment or wage, so that the related individual had
to obey the orders [6]. In public sector organizations,
obedience is based on the institution’s social norms
and authorities’ behavior [15]. In this case, the
existence of a “tone at the top” can encourage or
prevent the occurrence of unethical behavior. These
research results were consistent with the previous
studies that misreporting of budgets occurred more
often in authoritative budgeting [7].

In high opportunity, the test results of hypotheses
2a and 2b showed that the fraudulent behavior of
individuals with high obedience pressure was not
different from those with low obedience pressure,
similarly in low opportunity. In high opportunity, the
fraudulent behavior of individuals in both high and
low pressure is equally high. These facts confirmed
that opportunity was the critical element of fraudulent
behavior. Individuals with high opportunity tended
to commit fraud even though they did not get high
pressure from their superiors. A high opportunity
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Table 5
ANCOVA Analysis
Source Sum of Square df Mean Square F Sig

Corrected model 192.540 9 20.282 10.769 0.000
Intercept 73.234 1 73.234 38.885 0.000
Obedience pressure 11.727 1 11.727 6.226 0.013
Opportunity 106.957 1 106.957 56.790 0.000
Machiavellian trait 43.106 1 43.106 22.999 0.000
Gender 3419 1 3419 1.816 0.180
Institution 2.027 1 2.027 1.076 0.301
Error 342.772 182 1.883

Total 2438.000 192

Corrected Total 525.313 191

Source: Calculation result.

was a chance to attract potential actors to commit
fraud. Opportunity is the primary condition, while
high pressure is only a trigger intensifying fraudulent
behavior. In low opportunity, the individuals felt
they were hindered from committing fraud if the
possibility of being detected was high enough or had
solid legal sanctions. Individuals preferred to disobey
their superiors even if given high pressure. Thus, in
high or low opportunity, the fraudulent behavior of
individuals in high or low obedience pressure showed
no differences [1]. These conditions supported the
Routine Activity Theory, stating that the occurrence
of a crime depends on opportunity.

The test results of hypotheses 3a, 3b, 3¢, and
3d showed that fraudulent behavior was higher in
individuals with high Machiavellianism than those
with low Machiavellianism, both in high obedience
pressure and high opportunity. Machiavellianism was
perceived to have manipulative properties to achieve
the desired goals [10]. The superiors more easily
persuaded individuals with high Machiavellianism
to act in unethical ways as long as they knew the
personal benefits gained from these actions [16].
These results were consistent with their opportunistic
and calculative nature in decision-making. Conversely,
individuals with low Machiavellianism will keep their
behaviors the same following these conditions even
if their superiors give into intense pressure. These
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findings were consistent with the Machiavellian
literature mentioning that organizational context
influences individuals’ Machiavellianism. Individuals
with high Machiavellianism will take the opportunity
to work with others to earn more money or maximize
their profits [16]. Individuals can quickly put their
morality aside to violate norms. Most experts in this
field agree that one of the most distinctive features
of Machiavellian traits is the desire to fulfill extrinsic
motivations, such as achievement, financial success,
status, rewards, or prizes [17].

A SENSITIVITY TEST
This research also conducted a sensitivity test using
ANCOVA with gender as a covariate to examine if
gender affected the results. Table 5 showed that
gender had a probability value lower than 0.05.
The proportion imbalance of female participants
(82.29%) did not affect the primary outcomes
of this research. Both male and female subjects
committed fraud, especially obedience pressure
and opportunity. Similar to gender analysis, this
research found no difference in fraudulent behavior
between accounting employees in both public and
private sectors. Table 5 shows a significance value of
lower than 0.05. This result indicated that although
both institutions had various organizational
structural forms, their employees’ attitudes and
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behaviors were not significantly different. Both
tended to commit fraud when under high obedience
pressure and high opportunity.

CONCLUSION

The budget actors’ behaviors are one essential
problem in the public budgeting process. This
research showed that situational and individual
factors influenced by the employees’ involvement
in the fraud. The results also had theoretical
implications in which opportunity was one
central element of the Fraud Triangle presented
in each fraud, while pressure was one trigger for
committing fraud. This finding confirmed that some
fraudsters did not need the pressure to commit
fraud but opportunity, which is a high probability
of taking action with a low risk of being caught.
Thus, Obedience Theory was only relevant to
explain fraudulent behavior if individuals were in
a permissive organizational environment against
fraudulent activities. The crucial findings showed
that opportunity was considered the “root cause” of
fraud. Machiavellianism also had an essential role
in the fraud. Individuals with high Machiavellianism
were more susceptible to fraudulent behaviors than
those with low Machiavellianism. These findings
also indicated that Machiavellianism interacted
with the situational factors intensifying the
individuals’ fraudulent behaviors.

The practical implication of this study is that the
government will understand the factors causing the
employees’ fraudulent behaviors in budgeting. The
government may impede the widespread fraud cases
by strengthening organizational governance. These
results also indicated that the budget act personality
was an organizational consideration in preparing
the budgeting staff. In public sector organizations,

individuals with high Machiavellianism were less
committed to prioritizing other people’s interests.
Those should fill the position of budget compilers
with low Machiavellianism. The related organizations
will effectively and efficiently maintain public trust
and use resources.

This research has some limitations. First, the
research on fraudulent behaviors could not be
separated from social desirability bias, such as a
person’s tendency to answer questions in such a way
as to make him look positively by following the norms
in society. Many studies on fraudulent behaviors asked
the participants to do things in certain situations. The
challenge of this method was due to the participant’s
accuracy in providing information or answers to the
related conditions faced. Although some participants
were given honest answers, the participants commonly
responded to the cases in such a way as to make
them appear to have a socially acceptable character
in the related community. The researchers tried to
anticipate these by convincing the participants that
their answers in these experiments were confidential.
Further research is recommended to conduct the
social desirability tests using the Marlowe-Crowne
Social Desirability Scales. This questionnaire has ten
statement items to determine whether participants
answered honestly or tried to “look good”. Second,
this experiment only involved individual decisions,
while the budgeting processes involved many parties
(groups). Although it was expected that each budget
compiler had high integrity and professionalism
in performing their work, it was undeniable that
individual interactions in groups could affect an
individual’s behavior. Next, the researchers can study
the differences in fraudulent behaviors made by the
individual and group contexts. The decision-making in
groups will undoubtedly produce different behaviors.
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