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Abstract

Counterproductive behaviors have predominantly been investigated at work and in
Western countries. This study took a broader perspective with respect to
counterproductive academic behavior among Indonesian students. CAB is a major
problem in educational institutions throughout the worlds. One of the reasons students do
CAB is because it can enhance their happiness or pleasure and please certain parties. But
unfortunately it does more harms to more parties. CAB consist of different kinds of
behavior, (i.e., cheating, plagiarism, play truant, absenteeism, plagiarism, deception),
breaking rules, breach / break of rules, low in effort, and misuse of resources) misusing
resources. A sample of 453 Indonesian students from several academic institutions
reported on their frequencies of their counterproductive academic behavior (CAB). The
measurement of CAB using a scale of 20 questions with two responses: Yes and No.
Descriptive analyses was administered to understand the data. Result showed that from
453 participants just 26 students wrote never practice counterproductive academic
behavior. Conclusion: the religious values and moral values that are taught in
universities and schools has not been internalized properly.

Keywords: students, counterproductive academic behavior, moral values, religion

1. Introduction

The word counterproductive in the study of behavior in general is widely
discussed in psychology research [1], but the most widely used of this term is the
study of organizational psychology [2-6]. While, educational psychologists are still
rarely utilized the term. Educational experts who use this term in educational
psychology labelled the counterproductive behavior in academic atmosphere as
counterproductive academic behavior (CAB) [7].

One of the reasons students do CAB is because it can increase their happiness or
pleasure and please certain parties [8]. The goal that should have been attained with the
hard work, was often achieved by low effort that was a cheating. Achieving goals through
CAB often makes individual happy. Without adequate effort students can get good grade,
top ten in the university, obtain scholarships, and high achievements. Of course this kind
of happiness is often considered pseudo, even often only applies in a short time and
because do more harm to others. They are practicing, committed CAB.

CAB is a major problem in educational institutions throughout the world. For this
reason, conducting a comprehensive study of CAB is very relevant. To learn what values
affect individuals doing CAB. Also whether with the moral and religious culture that
underlies a country's CAB behavior will decrease or rarely occur. CAB consist of
different kinds of unhealthy behavior, (i.e., cheating, plagiarism, play truant, absenteeism,
plagiarism, deception), breaking rules, breach / break of rules, low in effort, low effort,
and misuse of resources) misusing resources, this studies will report the description of
causes and types of CAB in Indonesia. Research that has been running for decades shows
CAB is a behavior that is not expected by everyone. Fraudulent behavior is often carried
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out in a group, and is a widespread problem that affects academic institutions throughout
the world [9].

The consequences of unproductive behavior weaken slowly or erode the educational
process, which has a negative impact on students and academy administration [7]. Some
researchers refer to CAB as dishonest behavior [10]. CAB has emerged as an area of
concern among social science researchers (e.g., psychology, education, and ethics),
leaders of educational institutions, political decision makers, and other stakeholders (such
as potential workers, committees ethics,). It is a critical relevance to conduct research in
order to explain this phenomenon and to develop effective strategies to control and reduce
the repeatability of CAB.

Furthermore, CAB threatens the main purpose of universities to foster ethical standards
of students and to build good universities. Dishonesty is also related to personality [11]. A
number of students expressed dangerous jokes by saying that giving answers to friends
during exams is a charity, [12]. Cheating in academics is seen as unethical behavior,
aversive behavior both by philosophers and psychologists [13], indeed many experts find
it difficult to be honest in daily interactions [14]. CAB also occurs in developed countries
and leading universities, such as Harvard. Even those who cheat are far more than those
who do not [12].

CAB according to a number of studies occurred in developed countries and leading
universities, such as Harvard. There are even more frauds than not. As one of 130
Harvard seniors faced accusations of cheating. The incident shows that there are three
main problems in education. First, student counterproductive behavior is defined as
dishonest behavior that is used to get illicit profit. Research conducted by involving more
than 39,000 students on more than 65 U.S. campuses and Canada revealed that more than
50% of students claimed to have cheated. Other research conducted at the University level
shows that between 52% and 66% of students were committed CAB. Second, cheating
can take many forms and is not always an individual activity. A number of cheating
scandals involved students involved in collaborative dishonesty. Third, because academic
group work is often encouraged to be completed in the classroom [12].

Based on examinations on the scale-item content used to evaluate CAB and the
descriptions provided by the literature on the topic, this study has broadened the CAB
typology by including seven categories and providing definitions and examples of
behavior included in these aspects. The seven aspects are: (a) deceptive; (b) voluntary
attendance; (c) plagiarism; (d) fraud; (e) violation of rules; (f) low effort; and (g) misuse
of resources. All these aspects will be related to the overall CAB factor [12].

Conversely, based on the previous CWB definitions, CAB could be defined as any
intentional behavior performed by a student that is contrary to the legitimate interests of
the academic institution, its members (e.g., faculty, academic administration, other
students), and the institutional goals. CAB has been operationalized in the literature under
different names. However, an inspection of the CAB measures across studies shows that
they overlap behaviors. For instance, sometimes cheating and plagiarism are considered
under the same category and sometimes they are considered as different but related
categories. In other cases, researchers combine various negative academic behaviors into
a compound of overall CAB.

An examination of the content and the correlations among the CAB categories supports
the argument that, although related, they are substantively (i.e., different content) and
empirically different (i.e., moderate correlations). As a result of CAB, among others, the
occurrence of endemic corruption in the world. For example, various scandals such as The
Enron accounting scandal, corruption at FIFA, the Petrobras and Odebrecht bribery cases
in Brazil— these are just a few examples of widespread dishonesty and fraud worldwide.
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According to Transparency International’s annual global survey of corruption levels, over
two thirds of the 176 countries and territories in the Corruption Perceptions Index, 2016
fell below the midpoint of the scale from 0 (highly corrupt) to 100 (very clean;
Transparency International, 2017) [10].

We found that most psychological researches about Indonesia in the clinical
psychology, and the counterproductive religious behaviors such as jihadists what their
called as religious extremist behavior [15], the role of religious fundamentalism [16] and
discrimination of race [17]. None of these research that focused on academic behavior.
The academic behavior, either productive academic behavior or counterproductive
academic behavior mostly conducted in western countries. Such as in United states and
Canada.

To fill this gap, we will conduct research on CAB in Indonesia, a country that teaches
its people to be honest with legal religious teachings, which requires all its adherents to
act honestly. Cheating in Indonesian supposed to be rare, because the government
encourage its citizen to act honestly as taught by their religious scholars and educators
[18]. Meanwhile research on CAB is mostly done in the western world with an
individualistic culture.

A group of Muslims and adolescents who are serious about their religion, there are
those who highlight aspects of character, studying or seeking knowledge, to achieve
ultimate happiness, which is heaven [16]. For Indonesia, it can be concluded that religion
and noble values are the philosophical principles of the Indonesian country. As a result,
dishonesty and fraud, which are immoral acts, should not arise. Because almost all
religious teachings [19-20], especially Islam forbid it. Honesty should cultivate in this
religious country [14].

But in reality, corruption, which is a dishonest act, is developing in the direction of the
growth of corruption in almost all the world. Especially among students. Those who are
corrupt are considered to have a dark personality or have a dark side to their personality
[11]. In Pancasila the values of honesty and humanity are implied. It means that those
who are dishonest and harming others, not act as a good Indonesian citizen [21].

2. Methodology

This research involved 453 undergraduate students in various universities in Indonesia.
CAB measurement is carried out using a scale consisting of 20 questions with 2 response
answers, namely Yes and No and plus 2 items of reasons for doing and not CAB. This
scale modifies a similar scale that was used by Newstead, Stokes and Armstead.
Measuring instruments are made in the form of forms through Google and distributed
through groups of students under the control of researchers.

The analysis technique used is descriptive, by examining the demographic data of
respondents, along with answers to the reasons for doing or not doing cheating activities.
Demographic data is used as supplementary data which is qualitative in nature. This study
also included a quantitative analysis to find differences in the reasons for doing and not
cheating in terms of various aspects of respondent demographics.

3. Results and Discussion

Table 1. Table cities of the respondents

City Frequency
Banda Aceh 5
Bandar Lampung 5
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13
1
4

12
2

13

10

17

11

13

28

20

117
1

13
8

17
1

12
1

129
453

The participant come from several islands and cities that scattered across Indonesian
archipelago. Most of them come from Sumatera (Pakanbaru) island, and Java Island
(Yogyakarta). There were several provinces joined this research. For examples, Aceh,
South Sulawesi, Middle of Java, East Java, and Yogyakarta,

Table 2. Frequency of reasons for committing CAB

2 1,67
25 20,83
12 10
33 27,5
12 10
5 4,16
6 5
3 2,5
14 11,67
1 0,83
4 3,33
13 10,83
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1 0,84
10 8,40
1 0,84
22 18,49
1 0,84

Students commit dishonest actions due to various factors. The highest percentage
is due to helping his friend. This action is usually carried out for paper assignment
writing activities. Students put the name of a friend in the group even though they
are not involved in making the assignment. It can also when entering class, helping
his friend who is not present for attendance. Time is very urgent, so students do not
think long and commit fraud.

A significant percentage is found because of seeing other people doing the same
thing. Making mistakes together becomes less sensitive and is not considered a
mistake. Furthermore, the reason is lazy and feels that exam questions are too
difficult to make students commit fraud such as cheating on the exam.

Other reasons that are casuistic, for example, are forced by friends to make
scientific work, are afraid that if they do not act fraudulently, they will not get good
grades, or because they have promised their friends to make assignments.

The reason students do not commit fraud is dominated by the view that cheating
is an act that shows dishonesty. Furthermore, the reason stated is the absence of
benefits obtained by committing fraud. Students also voiced their shame when they
did that. Some students also mentioned the reason that the situation was indeed not
possible to act fraudulently and such actions would only reduce their academic
achievement.

4. Conclusion

Plagiarism, cheating, absenteeism, substance abuse, stealing, or procrastination -
is a list of CAB behaviors that are mostly done. Counterproductive behavior is
negatively related to student academic achievement in terms of grades and inhibits
the performance of other group members. Cheating, for example, prevents students
from understanding important content, while absences reduce the possibility of
learning from one student with another and other work groups. Likewise,
undergraduate students are involved in counterproductive behavior to meet their needs so
that the need for the function and role of universities to identify these mechanisms is to
determine which academic behaviors that can be reduced.

Likewise, the function and reputation of the university will be disrupted if
undergraduate students engage in counterproductive behavior so that what needs to be
underlined needs to be identified to identify the mechanism to reduce erroneous academic
behavior [22].

Table 2 shows that students commit dishonest actions due to various factors. The
highest percentage is due to helping his friend. This action is usually done for the task
writing activity.

Some experts point out that academic counterproductive behavior is driven by students'
affective conditions such as anger, anxiety or fear. This condition connects attention to
existing work on counterproductive behavior and the results show that attention is
negatively related to counterproductive because of student behavior by helping other
students to manage the affective state for the better. However other research conducted in
the context of work shows the nature of positive and negative influences associated with
counterproductive behavior. High positive influences are associated with high levels of
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energy, full concentration, and pleasant involvement, while high negative influences are
associated with subjective pressures and unpleasant involvement [22].

In addition, the results of the study indicate that counterproductive academic behavior
occurs because students include the names of friends in the group even though they are
not involved in making assignments. Can also when entering class, helping his friend who
is not present for attendance. Time is very urgent, so students do not think long and
commit fraud. According to education experts, students who are academically involved in
counterproductive behavior have less attention to the impact on others and tend towards
academic dishonesty [23].

In an academic context, a student who has a high aggressive nature can make hostile
attributions related to lecturer policy (e.g., strict deadlines for assignments) and
compliance with policies. Aggressive students can conclude that the professor's policy is
intended to be dangerous, not functional. This attribution of hostility is discussed in the
examination of current studies in both explicit hostility (open) aggression and implicit
(secret) aggression [23].

While the reason for seeing others do the same thing. Making mistakes together
becomes less sensitive and is not considered a mistake. Furthermore, the reason is lazy
and feels that exam questions are too difficult to make students commit fraud such as
cheating on the exam. The academic rights model consists of two different dimensions.
The extent of the responsibility for externalizing students who feel that they are
responsible for their educational expenditure efforts to achieve the desired results (e.g.,
grades). Individuals who have external responsibilities feel that universities, lecturers, or
especially classmates are responsible for exerting the effort needed in the education
process to help them succeed. Another consideration is the extent to which students feel
they should be freed from lecturer learning policies. Students who are entitled to have
these hopes cause misunderstandings about the work of higher education, assuming that
all efforts for learning must directly translate them into desired results [23].

Casuistic reasons such as being forced by friends to make scientific work, fearing that
if they did not act fraudulently, would not get good grades, or the reason for having
promised their friends to make assignments. Individuals like this have a high implicit
aggression that tends to interpret the dangerous intentions of other people.

Some researchers comment that faculty often regret that some students have little
responsibility for their academic success and yet expect high returns for little effort. The
same student can also blame the lecturer for poor grades and various attempts are made to
negotiate in obtaining higher grades. In addition, students have a tendency to have
expectations of academic success without taking personal responsibility for achieving that
success, also known as academic rights. Academic rights are associated with a variety of
counterproductive behaviors in an academic environment. Consistent with theories that
place individual differences as antecedents of counterproductive behavior [23].

The nature of higher education is often characterized by greater academic demands,
thus setting higher standards and expectations. Due to the more challenging nature of
tertiary education faced by students, their orientation changes and tends to take control to
do something by cheating which, of course, if successful will experience success. On the
other hand, the need for increased supervision of student cheating because indirectly has a
strong influence on campus climate and ethics so as to prevent cheating behavior. In the
academic context, direct supervision by the faculty is not always carried out but it is
hoped that observations of students who wish to report dishonest actions can serve as a
substitute for monitoring their behavior. Peer disapproval of cheating actions and
reporting those actions can be a strong deterrent to behavior cheating, with some evidence
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showing that students feel afraid if their actions are exposed by other students so this is
one of the most effective fraud prevention measures [24].

Cultural perfectionism in East Asia such as Indonesia shows that students gather
together to do the assignments given by the lecturers and they copy the answers between
students. This action often occurs and is carried out without burden, even though the task
is an individual task. This kind of action is not only done by students but also by middle-
level students. They ask questions and exchange answers given by their teacher using
their own smartphone. This will certainly be a problem if the task is individual. While
lecturers or teachers have certain goals and objectives when giving assignments to
students or students, both groups and individuals [1].

Indonesia is a country with a majority of followers of Islam whose followers are often
referred to as following fundamentalism, but that does not mean they have extreme
behavior. Fundamental can mean to be serious in following his religion so that dishonesty
and cheating, which are immoral deeds, should not occur. Because almost all religious
teachings, especially Islam forbid it. Honesty that should develop in this religious country.
But in reality, corruption, which is a dishonest act, is developing in the direction of the
development of corruption that is happening almost all over the world. Especially among
students. Those who are corrupt are considered to have a dark personality or have a dark
side to their personality [2].

Table 3 shows that the reason students did not commit fraud in certain aspects is
dominated by the view that cheating is an act that shows dishonesty. Furthermore, the
reason stated is the absence of benefits obtained by committing fraud. Students also
voiced their shame when they did that. Some students also mentioned the reason that the
situation was indeed not possible to act fraudulently and such actions would only reduce
their academic achievement [24].
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