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Abstract
Financial management within the DPRD secretariat places verification officers in a strategic and challenging position. They are required to maintain compliance with regulations and Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) as instruments of public accountability. On the other hand, they face operational pressure from the Council's Apparatus (AKD), which demands accelerated budget disbursement to support the implementation of institutional functions. This tension often gives rise to the perception that the finance unit is a performance impediment, even though actual work practices demonstrate a high level of prudence. This study aims to analyze the work dynamics of Document Verification Subdivision Staff in financial management at the Sidoarjo Regency DPRD Secretariat, with an emphasis on administrative discretion practices, structural limitations, and role expectations of the officers. The study used a qualitative approach with a case study design. Data were collected through in-depth interviews, direct observation, and documentation studies, and analyzed thematically using the Street-Level Bureaucracy framework. The results indicate that administrative discretion among officers emerges as a rational response to regulatory ambiguity, time pressure, and demands for organizational efficiency. This study concludes that financial verification practices are a compromise between the normative design of policies and the actual capacity of the apparatus. Therefore, they need to be understood as a dynamic aspect of governance, not simply a matter of procedural compliance.
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A. INTRODUCTION
Regional financial management is a key foundation for ensuring accountability and the sustainability of regional government functions (Sawir et al., 2025). Every stage of public budget utilization requires compliance with regulations and administrative order as instruments of internal control for public organizations (Mardiasmo, 2018; Halim & Kusufi, 2016). In this context, the financial management unit occupies a strategic position, acting as both a safeguard of accountability and a determinant of the smooth operation of the institution (Mahmudi, 2016; Oktafia & Haryanto, 2018). However, this strategic position often places financial officials in a dilemma when demands for accelerated activities clash directly with procedural compliance obligations (Rahmasari & Setiawan, 2022).
Various studies have shown that internal tensions between work units are a common phenomenon in public organizations, particularly in financial management, which involves multiple actors and interests (Lipsky, 1980; Hill & Hupe, 2014). Finance units are often perceived as hindering performance due to procedures deemed rigid and unresponsive to operational needs (Cropanzano et al., 2020). On the other hand, research on government internal control systems confirms that administrative compliance and prudence by financial officials significantly contribute to improving the accountability and performance of public organizations (Winarna, 2021). These findings indicate a contradiction between the perceptions of internal actors and the actual work practices of financial officials, which has not been extensively studied empirically (Tummers & Bekkers, 2019).
The context of regional legislative institutions exacerbates this complexity. The Council's Apparatus (AKD) performs political and public representation functions, requiring flexibility, speed, and certainty of budget support in implementing institutional activities (Mardiasmo, 2018; Sutaryo et al., 2023). In contrast, the DPRD secretariat apparatus, particularly the Verification and Finance Subdivision staff, carries out administrative functions based on procedural order, document accuracy, and budget accountability (Hidayanti, 2020). This difference in work orientation creates the potential for latent role conflict when the drive to accelerate activities clashes with demands for regulatory compliance (Lipsky, 2010; Halim & Kusufi, 2020).
The dynamics that occur from a public administration perspective can be understood through the Street-Level Bureaucracy framework, which views operational level apparatus as strategic actors who exercise administrative discretion under the pressure of rules, limited resources, and conflicting performance demands (Lipsky, 1980; Winter, 2002).
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Figure 1. Michael Lipsky's Concept of Street-Level Bureaucracy
Source. Institute For Research Poverty Discussion Papers Toward A Theory Of Street-Level Bureaucracy
Referring to the literature, "Street-level bureaucrats are public service workers who interact directly with citizens... and have discretion in exercising authority." And "These relatively low-level public service employees labor under huge caseloads, ambiguous agency goals, and inadequate resources." Also, "Unlike lower-level workers... street-level bureaucrats have considerable discretion in determining the nature, amount, and quality of benefits and sanctions provided by their agencies." Lipsky explains that street-level bureaucrats are public officials who deal directly with the demands of service delivery and policy implementation in daily practice and have relatively large discretionary space in decision-making. This discretion arises not solely from individual freedom, but rather as a response to the structural conditions of the bureaucracy characterized by limited resources, workload pressures, ambiguous organizational goals, and often conflicting performance demands.
Although this concept was originally used to analyze the relationship between the state and citizens, recent research has shown that street-level bureaucracy is relevant for understanding the practice of discretion and role conflict within the internal relations of public organizations. As shown in the diagram, there are 3 main aspects in the concept of Street-Level Bureaucracy:
· Directors: Officials often make decisions based on their own judgment because rules cannot always be applied blindly.
· Structural Limitations: Organizational rules and objectives are often not as clear as they appear on paper. High work volume + limited time = quick and pragmatic decisions.
· Role Expectations: Adhere to applicable SOPs under all circumstances, improve efficiency during busy work hours, expedite procedures.
This aspect makes the financial verification apparatus act as an administrative gatekeeper who has the authority to delay, return, or reject accountability documents as a form of organizational protection from audit risks and legal implications (Ula, 2023).
This phenomenon is clearly reflected in financial management practices at the Sidoarjo Regency DPRD Secretariat. Based on the author's direct involvement in the Independent Learning and Independent Campus (MBKM) activities, a growing perception among AKD staff members exists that the budget disbursement process is often hampered by the overly rigid performance of the Document Verification Sub-Division staff. However, the reality on the ground shows that verification staff carry out their duties with a high level of compliance with Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs), financial regulations, and accountability principles. Apparatus are on the defensive because any procedural laxity has the potential to create administrative and legal risks for the organization.
This contradiction between internal perceptions and actual work practices underscores the dynamics of discretion, role conflict, and structural pressures in financial management within the DPRD. Therefore, the novelty of this research lies in empirically examining the dynamics of financial verification at the Sidoarjo Regency DPRD Secretariat by positioning the Verification and Finance Sub-Division staff as street-level bureaucrats within the organization. This allows for an understanding of how administrative discretion is exercised, how role conflict is formed, and its implications for institutional financial governance.

B. LITERATURE REVIEW
Street Level Bureaucracy 
Street-Level Bureaucracy Theory explains that lower-level bureaucratic officials are key actors in public policy implementation because they interact directly with the service process and have discretionary authority in decision-making. This theory emphasizes that discretion is not simply the result of individual will, but rather a rational response to limited resources, time pressures, high workloads, and ambiguous organizational goals. Under these conditions, officials often adjust formal rules to ensure policies remain operationally feasible. Discretion becomes an adaptive mechanism to balance the demands of accountability and efficiency. Thus, public policy in practice is the result of negotiations between normative design and the actual capacity of officials in the field (Lipsky, 1980; Lipsky, 2010). Indicators:
· Use of administrative discretion
· Flexible interpretation of rules
· Time pressures and workloads
· Ambiguity of organizational goals
· Pragmatic decisions in practice
Role Conflict
Role conflict explains that role conflict arises when individuals face conflicting role demands within a single work position. In public organizations, officials are often faced with expectations of compliance with formal rules while simultaneously demanding responsiveness and service efficiency. This mismatch between normative demands and operational realities creates psychological stress and decision-making dilemmas. Role conflict can be latent and internalized, especially when officials must meet the expectations of other actors with divergent interests. In the context of financial bureaucracy, role conflict explains why officials find themselves on the defensive despite working according to procedures (Kahn et al., 1964; Tummers & Bekkers, 2019). Indicators
· Conflicting role demands
· Compliance and responsiveness dilemma
· Pressure from internal organizational actors
· Unclear boundaries of authority
· Defensiveness in decision-making
Public Accountability
Accountability is the obligation of public officials to be accountable for every action, decision, and use of resources to the authorities and the public (Sakti et al., 2023). Accountability is realized through compliance with regulations, procedural transparency, and administrative order. In public financial management, accountability serves as a control mechanism to prevent irregularities and legal risks. However, an overemphasis on procedural compliance can create tension with the organization's operational needs. Therefore, accountability practices are often implemented through a compromise between administrative prudence and the demands of smooth operation (Bovens, 2007; Mardiasmo, 2018). Indicators
· Compliance with SOPs and regulations
· Administrative order and completeness
· Transparency of financial processes
· Awareness of audit and legal risks
· Organizational protection from irregularities

C. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
This research uses a qualitative approach with a case study design to understand the dynamics of administrative work within the Sidoarjo Regency DPRD Secretariat. This approach was chosen because it allows researchers to delve deeply into the processes, meanings, and work interactions that underlie decision-making within the apparatus, particularly the Document Verification Subdivision staff within the Finance Section. The research focuses on administrative discretionary practices, adherence to procedures, and institutional pressures that shape apparatus behavior patterns and create internal tensions in interactions with the Council's Apparatus (AKD).
The research was conducted at the Sidoarjo Regency DPRD Secretariat, focusing on the Finance Section, specifically the Document Verification Subdivision staff, as this unit plays a strategic role as an administrative controller in the process of disbursing council budgets. This unit's position makes it a liaison between the AKD's political interests and the administrative obligations of the local government, making it vulnerable to role dilemmas and work pressures in daily operational practices.
Data analysis was conducted qualitatively using a thematic approach with iterative stages of data reduction, data presentation, and conclusion drawing. The Street-Level Bureaucracy framework was used as an analytical lens to understand the interplay between organizational structure, structural limitations, role expectations, and the dynamics of internal tensions in financial management.
Data collection was conducted through in-depth interviews, direct observation, and documentation studies. Interviews were used to explore officials' experiences and considerations in document verification and interactions with AKD, observations to understand workflows and interaction patterns between units, and documentation studies to examine SOPs, regional financial regulations, and relevant administrative documents. These three techniques were used in an integrated manner as a form of triangulation to ensure the validity and depth of the research data.

D. RESULT AND DISCUSSION
Organizational Position of Staff of the Document Verification Sub-Section of the Sidoarjo DPRD
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Figure 2. Strategic Position of Finance Staff in the Document Verification Sub-Section within the Organizational Structure
Source: Regent Regulation Number 10 of 2022

According to the Regent's Regulation governing the organizational structure and work procedures of the Sidoarjo Regency DPRD Secretariat, the Document Verification Sub-Division staff are structurally placed under the program and finance section. This placement is emphasized in the fourth section on the program and finance section, specifically Article 12, point N, which explicitly details the duties and functions of the Verification Sub-Division staff. Article 12, point N, details that the implementation of verification activities and sub-activities includes:
· Verifying Financial Accountability;
· Coordinating With The PPTK, Treasurer, And PPK Assistants For The Submission Of SPP And SPM UP/GU/TU/LS;
· Verifying Household Needs Planning;
· Verifying DPRD Secretariat Equipment Needs;
· Compiling Verification Reports.
The Document Verification Sub-Division staff therefore has a strategic function as an administrative filter, ensuring that every council activity is supported by valid, complete, and accountable documents before entering the budget realization stage. This position structurally provides a strategic function to the verification apparatus as an administrative filter, ensuring that all council activities are supported by valid, complete, and accountable documents.
The verification apparatus is not always positioned solely as a technical implementer under the program and finance division, but is often treated as a unit that must adapt to the dynamic needs of council activities. This tension between normative compliance and operational demands indicates that the verification and financial management issues at the Sidoarjo Regency DPRD Secretariat stem not only from regulatory aspects but also from administrative control that rests solely with these structural officials. This ultimately leads the author to assume and assess that the problems arising in the verification and financial management practices at the Sidoarjo Regency DPRD Secretariat are inextricably linked to a lack of clarity regarding the chain of command and coordination as regulated by the normative framework.
Formation of the Work Dynamics of Sidoarjo DPRD Financial Governance
The work dynamics that emerged at the Sidoarjo Regency DPRD Secretariat stemmed from problems that initially arose when the author overheard a conversation between one of the Regional Representative Council (AKD) members delivering documents that needed to be revised by another AKD. There was a letter stating that his travel allowance from Jakarta had not been disbursed for a month. When the author accidentally heard this, he immediately returned to the office to check the SPJ he had sent. It turned out that the person who said this had just sent a revised SPJ exactly two days earlier, with the document being placed on top of a stack of approximately eight revised documents, each of which was a document from the leadership of the Sidoarjo Regency DPRD. 
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Figure 3. Document Verification Process Flow for the Sidoarjo Regency DPRD Secretariat
Source: Author's documentation, 2025

The SOP briefly states that when a new letter arrives, it will generally be verified by the author (starting with a detailed check of the completeness of the SPJ, the format, the stamp of the designated agency, the disposition, the budget calculation, the transportation bill used, etc.). This is a fairly lengthy process and requires high precision to avoid any indication of fraud or corruption.
This is not the first time the author has heard of such an incident. On several occasions, an AKD (a member of the council) has also requested that his travel allowance be disbursed as quickly as possible. The author then argued that this perception stems not entirely from technical errors on the part of the verification staff, but rather from an inaccurate understanding of the SOP and the organizational hierarchy of authority. Empirical evidence actually shows that the verification staff are on the defensive, believing they are simply carrying out their obligations according to established procedures. For example, any delay or return of documents is not a form of resistance to the council's activities, but rather a logical consequence of the administrative responsibilities and liability risks inherent in the finance function. This situation reflects a latent role conflict, where verification officials face expectations of rapid service from the internal political environment, while structurally bound by the principles of accountability and regulatory compliance.
Staff members of the Document Verification Subdivision, in the situation described, are often perceived as slowing down the fund disbursement process, resulting in delayed disbursement or the return of documents that do not meet requirements. However, from the perspective of verification officials, these actions are a consequence of fulfilling their obligations in accordance with applicable procedures (written regulations). This tension demonstrates that the dynamics that arise are not solely caused by administrative technicalities, but rather by differing understandings of roles, authority, and boundaries of work relationships between units within the regional legislative organizational structure. This dynamic then shapes specific work interaction patterns and has direct implications for the financial governance of the Sidoarjo Regency DPRD.
The Relationship of the Street-Level Bureaucracy Concept in Research Dynamics
The Street-Level Bureaucracy concept proposed by Michael Lipsky positions lower-level bureaucracy officials as key actors in the public policy implementation process. During an internship at the Sidoarjo Regency DPRD Secretariat, the author discovered that the work practices of the Verification and Finance Sub-Division Staff cannot be understood linearly as merely implementing administrative procedures. The work realities directly experienced and observed show that verification officers find themselves in a work environment full of pressure (in certain periods), structural limitations (ambiguity), and the tug-of-war of interests between organizational actors in role expectations. These conditions create work behavior patterns that are highly relevant to the concept of Street-Level Bureaucracy as proposed by Lipsky.
Administrative Discretion Practices
The first phenomenon the author experienced was that when administrative discretion was exercised by officials in their daily work, verification officers did not always strictly apply the rules as written in the Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs). For example, when all SPJs involving the leadership (in the sense of the council leader and the council secretary) were required to be processed first because they typically covered large-scale activities (business travel, household expenditure reports, or recess).[image: ]
Figure 4. All legal documents must take precedence.
Source: Author's Documentation, 2025

The author witnessed firsthand how officials (document verification staff) had to make administrative decisions when incoming SPJ documents from their leaders, along with AKD activity applications, were often incomplete. Meanwhile, the author also witnessed urgent activities scheduled by separate finance staff (meetings, business trips, etc.). This is despite the fact that AKD should have a standard operating procedure (SOP) that must be followed during document verification.
When AKD activity application documents were incomplete, verification staff did not immediately reject the documents. The author observed that officials instead used professional judgment with various alternative actions, such as delaying the process, returning some documents for completion, or continuing to process the application with specific administrative notes. This decision-making pattern demonstrates that officials do not operate mechanically based on written rules alone, but rather exercise administrative discretion in response to the realities of the work they face. Discretion in this context cannot be understood as individual deviation, but rather as a consequence of operational demands that do not always align with the normative design of the policy.
Structural Limitations
The practice of discretion is inherently linked to structural limitations that contribute to the ambiguity of the rules and work objectives experienced by officials. Financial regulations normatively place procedural compliance and complete documentation as absolute requirements in every budget disbursement process. The logic behind these regulations is clear: "every rupiah of the public budget must be administratively and legally accountable." However, behind the explicitness of these norms, the author found that the reality of work on the ground does not always align with the text of the regulations. The author perceives significant structural pressures.
Statements from verification officials strongly suggest that their position is both strategic and vulnerable within the organizational structure. Verification officials are the last line of defense before an activity or budget is declared administratively valid, so every decision they make has direct implications for the institution's accountability. The ambiguity of rules and work objectives in daily practice is not only reflected in the high administrative burden they must handle but is also evident in informal conversations that take place in the workspace. The author notes that light discussions during work breaks often reveal work realities that are not fully captured in official documents or written procedures. 
Another statement obtained directly by the author clearly reflects the dilemma faced by verification officials. They fully recognize that every choice carries risks, whether they are overly rigid in enforcing regulations or attempting to leniently enforce them for the sake of smooth operations. In situations like this, no choice is entirely safe, as each decision has the potential to have different consequences. This ambiguity becomes even more pronounced when the author attempts to delve deeper into the reasons behind the continued processing of some files despite the need for further revision.
A senior staff member explained that ideal conditions often do not align with the operational realities of the institution. This explanation demonstrates that compliance with procedures is not always interpreted in a formalistic manner. Officials place greater emphasis on fulfilling the substance of accountability, while administrative completeness is positioned as a process that can be pursued gradually. It is at this point that discretion emerges as an adaptive strategy, allowing the two organizational goals of regulatory compliance and smooth operations to continue running parallel despite tensions. This work pressure intensifies when the organization enters the reporting or audit phase. The author heard a reflective statement from the Head of the Verification Section, reaffirming his unit's crucial role in the internal oversight system. Document verification officers would be very attentive while working rather than be more tired at the end due to dealing with the inspectorate.
This statement clarifies that the officers' cautious attitude is not driven by a desire to hinder the work of other units, but rather by an awareness of the long-term consequences inherent in the verification function. Officers work under the shadow of constant external oversight, so every administrative decision is always considered with a careful calculation of risk. The practice of ambiguity, thus, produces discretion in the daily work of officers. It cannot be understood as a form of defiance of procedure, but rather as a rational response to the structural ambiguity inherent in the working system of public organizations. Through these conversations, it is clear that officers consciously navigate the gray area between rules and reality, in order to keep the wheels of the organization running without sacrificing the fundamental principle of accountability.
Role Expectations
In the role expectations attached to Document Verification Sub-Division staff, compliance with regulations is a primary requirement that cannot be compromised under any circumstances. Normatively, financial officials are expected to carry out all procedures in accordance with applicable Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs), without exception. The logic built into the regional financial management system places administrative compliance as the primary foundation of public accountability. Any deviation, no matter how small, is understood as a potential risk that could impact audit findings and institutional accountability. However, the author found that in the reality of daily work, compliance with regulations does not always occur in a sterile, pressure-free environment. Apparatus are faced with situations where normative regulations must contend with pressing operational demands.
Statements made by verification officials indicate that these compliance expectations often go hand in hand with demands for responsiveness to the needs of internal service users. Although not directly interacting with citizens in the strict sense, verification officials perform internal public service functions for the Council's Apparatus (AKD), which has political and representative interests. In this context, responsiveness is defined as the ability of officials to adapt administrative processes to the dynamic and time-constrained needs of the council's activities. The author notes that officials recognize the pressure to not only comply with regulations but also to be able to respond to requests for expedited processes without completely sacrificing the principle of prudence.
In other statements, officials openly reflect on the dilemma that arises from the clash between demands for regulatory compliance and expectations of responsiveness. Officials understand that being too rigid has the potential to create negative perceptions as hindering activities, while being too lax can expose them to administrative and legal risks. This creates a less-than-ideal work environment, where every decision is always fraught with consequences. The author found that in such situations, officials do not adhere strictly to procedural texts, but instead attempt to read the context of activities and the urgency of the organization's needs.
One official explained that organizational efficiency is another expectation implicitly attached to their role. Efficiency is not simply defined as expedited processes, but rather as the ability to manage time, workload, and risk simultaneously. In practice, officials are faced with a high volume of applications with tight deadlines, so demands for efficiency are often translated into an obligation to expedite procedures without compromising the quality of verification. At this point, officials begin to develop specific work strategies, such as processing files in parallel, providing correction notes while continuing certain stages, or prioritizing activities deemed the most institutionally urgent.
This statement clarifies that role expectations for verification officials are not singular, but rather overlapping and even contradictory. Officials are required to comply with regulations, be responsive to the needs of internal service users, and be efficient in managing their time and workload. In such situations, administrative discretion emerges as an adaptive mechanism that allows officials to navigate these three expectations simultaneously. This practice of discretion should not be understood as a violation of procedure, but rather as a rational response to the complexity of role demands within the public organizational structure. Through this practice, officials strive to maintain a balance between accountability, operational smoothness, and organizational efficiency in the financial management of the Sidoarjo Regency DPRD.

E. CONCLUSION
Based on the overall empirical findings and discussion outlined above, this study concludes that the work practices of Document Verification Sub-Division staff demonstrate a strong tension between adherence to the normative design of financial policy, demands for accelerated activities of the Council's Apparatus (AKD), and the structural limitations inherent in regional legislative organizations. Verification officers occupy a strategic yet vulnerable position as administrative gatekeepers, as every verification decision has direct implications for accountability, audit risk, and the smooth operation of the institution. The negative perception among AKD officers, who view financial officers as obstacles to budget disbursement, does not fully reflect actual practice on the ground. Instead, the findings show officers operating in a defensive position, with strict adherence to Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) and regulations, accompanied by caution driven by an awareness of legal and institutional consequences.
Through the lens of Street-Level Bureaucracy, these dynamics are evident in three key findings. First, officers do not always implement SOPs literally, but instead use administrative discretion in response to time constraints, the urgency of AKD activities, and incomplete documents. Discretion occurs in the form of parallel processing, issuing corrective notes while continuing certain stages, and selectively delaying high-risk files. Second, officials face regulatory ambiguity and structural pressures, namely the tension between the normative goal of accountability and the operational demands of accelerating activity realization that do not always align with regulatory design. Third, officials are burdened with layered role expectations: they are required to fully comply with SOPs while being responsive to the politically charged internal service needs of the Regional Apparatus Organization (AKD), with efficiency as an implicit expectation amidst high workloads. Thus, financial management policies in practice are more appropriately understood as the result of a compromise between normative design and the actual capacity of officials; this understanding is crucial for a realistic understanding of public financial governance in the context of a complex and conflicting regional legislative organization.
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