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Abstract This study aims to determine the influence of
pressure, opportunity, and rationalization on academic
fraud for accounting vocational high school student. The
methodology of this study is survey research applying the
Triangle Fraud for academic fraud with a sample of 130
high school vocational students to understand better the
reasons for their academic fraud using regression statistical
analysis. The method that used in this research is a survey
method with a correlation approach. This method was
chosen according to the purpose of the study, namely
knowing whether or not there is an influence of pressure,
opportunity and rationalization on academic fraud. The
result of this study showed that there is a significant
relationship between pressure, opportunity, and
rationalization with academic fraud and that there is a
partial influence of pressure on academic fraud.
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1. Introduction
Education is the most powerful weapon to change the
world as Nelson Mandela said. Education brings a human
being to become a complete human being, so that he can
humanize other humans. The progress of a country can also
be seen from how advanced the country is in managing the
education system and producing whole people who are
contextualized with the state of the country. Education also
brings people to be wise beings in response to every
problem that occurs in life, so he always tries to find
solutions to the problem. The conclusion if we look deeper
into education is very important in this life. However, in
the process of realizing essential education as explained
earlier, there are many problems that hinder the realization
of education.

One of the most tarnishing and troubling problems in
education is academic cheating. Education should occur
through several channels. As stated in Law No. 20 of 2003
Article 13, paragraph 1, the education pathway consists of
formal, non-formal and informal education. (KEMENAG,
2009). The formal education path is a path that the
government requires to go through. According to the Act
mentioned above, formal education is an educational
pathway that is conducted through schools that have been
provided by each country, for example in Indonesia there
are elementary school (SD) education levels, junior high
schools (SMP), high schools / vocational schools (SMA /
K), and college. At these levels of education, the education
process is carried out.
In the context of the formal education path, the course of
education at each level must be done through learning
activities carried out in various ways, namely by the
process of transfer of knowledge or teaching, assignments
of tasks that must be completed by students in order to
achieve the planned abilities. At the end, there is an
assessment process carried out by holding examinations or
tests for students. Students must go through the process
well, but at that time problems also arise, namely how to
make students go through the process well and also get
good results. Therefore, there are widespread acts of
academic fraud in order to get good results even though he
is not going through a good process.
In a theory that explains the causes of fraud, namely the
Fraud Triangle theory, there are three things that cause a
person to commit fraud, namely pressure, opportunity, and
rationalization. These things have been analyzed to prove
the reasons for fraud, including academic cheating.
Academic cheating is rampant everywhere. In a study
conducted by Collage Curres in the United States in 2012,
it stated that 53 percent of students think cheating is not a
big thing to be fussed about, and 34 percent of students
admitted their parents never talked to them about cheating.
Worse yet, 98 percent of students invited their friends to
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copy their assignments (Nurfuadah, 2012). The study
revealed that what causes students to cheat is
rationalization that cheating is not a big thing and there is
also an opportunity to do things that are friends who give
their assignments happily.
Then in 2013 more than 160 students of the law faculty
at the University of Tasmania in Australia were caught
cheating on the final examination of criminal and civil
procedure procedures (NWK, 2013). In this case, academic
cheating was carried out because students were under
pressure to graduate from the course. Furthermore,
academic cheating was also carried out by students of one
of the most famous universities in the world namely
Harvard University based on a survey conducted by at least
9% of Harvard new students doing academic cheating
namely cheating while doing assignments and homework.
This was done because of the pressure that came from the
tight competition between students when studying at
Harvard (BBC, 2015). Those are some phenomena of
academic fraud from countries in the world.
In Indonesia, academic cheating is also still rampant.
Based on data from the Ministry of Education and Culture
in 2013, there were 808 cases relating to lecturer plagiarism
in order to pass the lecturer certification. Then there can be
found many schools in Indonesia, especially in the
implementation of the National Examination (UN)
facilitating and providing opportunities by buying key
answers so that students can graduate well so that they can
bring good names to the school concerned.
Based on the facts that have been explained previously,
the factors in Fraud Triangle namely pressure, opportunity
and rationality as well as the low self-confidence of
students, as well as maintaining the image of the school are
very influential in the occurrence of academic fraud. The
pressure factor appears in the form of guidance so that
students have good grades in all subjects. Opportunity
factors arise in the form of test supervisors' indecisiveness
or weak academic fraud control systems. Rationalization
factors arise due to the perception of people around that
doing academic cheating is a natural and normal thing. The
factor of maintaining the image of the school arises from
the desire to keep the school from being considered good
and many interested. Finally, the factors of students who
are not confident are the causes of academic fraud.
Everyone has their own prices, and honesty is the most
expensive price of a human being. Therefore, this act of
academic fraud is very disturbing and has a very negative
impact and damages the quality of human resources. If the
behavior of academic cheating is allowed then the national
education goals will be difficult to achieve.

2. Objectives
Academic cheating is very disturbing in the process of
running education; the result of academic cheating not only
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slows the achievement of national education goals but also
destroys the morality of the generation of the nation's
children. According to Tipton, academic cheating is taking
cognitive shortcuts by sending work for assessment that
does not belong to itself. This academic cheating is also
done to gain profit (Tipton, 2015). Fass also revealed that
attempts to define academic dishonesty are often written in
terms such as "taking unfair advantage from other
students" or representing their words or ideas as separate
problems (Bleeker, 2008). In addition, Kibler also noted
that academic dishonesty usually triggers fraud and
plagiarism which results in students’ giving or receiving
unauthorized assistance in academic training or receiving
credit for work that is not their own work (Bleeker, 2008).
Academic dishonesty can be categorized as academic
cheating (Auer, 2017).
Meanwhile, The University of Maryland-Baltimore
"Policy and Concerning Misconduct" (Kulakowski &
Chronister, 2006) defines "academic errors" as including
and adding fabrication, falsification and plagiarism, all
forms of behavior, including making reckless allegations,
typographical errors, or wrong presentation, where the
work of others is completely misinterpreted. (Halstead,
2017) also mentioned that academic cheating has many
forms, such as plagiarism in doing assignments, cheating
on exams, buying assignments from others, falsifying
information and data, justifying one's duties. (Emerson,
2017) then argues that in the case of clinic practice,
academic cheating consists of plagiarism, retrieval of tasks
that have been submitted for the next task, falsification of
patient data, lying in actions or words, and cheating or
cheating in exams.
The cheating triangle or commonly called the Fraud
Triangle is one method found by Donald R. Cressey
(Singleton, 2006) a criminologist from the United States in
1973 to examine the causes of financial fraud committed
by employees. In his research, Cressey interviewed 200
financial employees to test the reasons for financial fraud.
As a result, the hypothesis that emerged from the interview
stated that the reasons often used in fraud were; 1) There is
pressure (usually called an indisputable push or need), 2)
There are opportunities, and 3) There is rationalization
(one's ethical decision) which is the reason why they
commit fraud. Therefore, the hypothesis is known as the
Triangle Fraud which contains 3 elements namely pressure,
opportunity and rationalization. According to (Bleeker,
2008), this concept can also be used to test the occurrence
of academic fraud.
Everyone has the pressure to live. These pressures cause
a person to cheat. According to (K. Henn, 2009), the
pressure is what can come from individual, group, or a
combination of both. Whereas according to (L. June, 2013),
the pressure is something that comes from the existence of
financial needs such as medical bills, car insurance, alcohol
or drug addiction, which lives beyond their ability, and
others. Then according to (Singleton, 2006), pressure (or
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incentives, or motivation) refers to something that has
happened in the personal life of a fraudster who creates the
need for stressful funds and thus motivates him to steal.
Another statement to corroborate the forms of academic
cheating is echoed by Dalton (Bleeker, 2008) which states
that economic downsizing and increasing competition for
employment and access to graduate and professional
schools have pushed pressure for good grades and
academic success among students University today.
Based on the pressure theory above, the writer uses an
indicator from the study of Becker et al which was adopted
from Gardner and Melvin (1983) to assess pressure as
follows:
1). 1) Tasks that are too difficult and many,
2). 2) Students feel unable to meet graduation
standards if they do not commit academic cheating,
3). 3) Exams that are too difficult,
4). 4) Students cannot manage time.
In academic cheating, fraudsters take advantage of the
opportunities that exist to do so. Great opportunities as a
result of weak supervision strongly support the occurrence
of academic fraud. (K. Henn, 2009) states that opportunity
means that the environment is in a condition such that
deviations can occur. Then (L. June, 2013) reinforces that
opportunity is the result of weak internal control due to
poor management supervision, employees who believe that
they will not be caught may be due to a position of trust.
Furthermore, (E. Turvey, 2013) in his book added that the
opportunity was experienced in the form and access to
assets, people, information, and computer systems that
enabled the person not only to cheat but hide it.
According to (K. Henn, 2009) rationalisation is the core
of the decision-making process when it's time to choose
"go" or "not go" to be achieved. So based on Stephen's
definition, rationalisation became the executor of acts of
academic fraud. Then (L. June, 2013) added that
rationalisation is an important component in the case of
conscience and justifies its actions. If we look at the
definition of June, human conscience does not justify
destructive behaviour but rationalisation becomes an
important element in opposing this conscience.
Furthermore, (Goldmann, 2010) has another definition of
rationalisation, that is, rationalisation is a psychological
process in which someone who has committed cheating
assures himself that he considers it wrong, it will be
"corrected". According to (Goldmann, 2010), the
rationalisation arose because he felt he would correct his
mistakes later.
The pressure felt by students is one of the driving factors
that make students commit academic cheating. Great
pressure, of course, makes students think how to find a
quick way out of all the pressures they feel.
The explanation above is reinforced by the opinion of
(Bleeker, 2008) which states that several reasons why some
students cite cheating, for example, the level of laziness,
pressure, and cynicism, are difficult to conceptualize or

relate to the baby boomer generation.
Then (Simon, 2015) added that the pressure to win from
a competency triggers errors, academic cheating, and other
crimes. Furthermore, Mc Cabe (Brow, 2012) explained that
the pressure of competition to be able to get a good position
and get a good school leads to the decision to engage in
various forms of academic dishonesty.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Methodology
The method used in this research is a survey method
with a correlation approach. This method was chosen for
the purpose of the study, namely knowing whether or not
there is the influence of pressure, opportunity and
rationalisation on academic fraud.
3.2. Measurement
Indicators of academic cheating are plagiarism, cheating,
falsifying information and documents (fabrication or
falsification), facilitating others to do academic cheating,
and lying related to work assignments.
3.3. Sampel Data Collection
Based on the Slovin formula with a 5% error level with
an affordable population of students majoring in
accounting, 99 students are needed to be sampled in this
study. To determine the sample of each class level, then a
proportional random sampling technique is used(Yusuf,
2014).

3. Result and Discussion
Academic cheating is an effort to take the work of
another person, give and get unauthorised help for their
benefit. Based on the research conducted, the number of
students who became the research sample and filled out the
questionnaire was as many as 100 students. From the
results of the questionnaire obtained, the maximum score
of the academic cheating variable is 90, and the minimum
score is 36. The total data of academic cheating variable (Y)
is 1709. The average is 56.55, the standard deviation (S) is
9.73, and variance (S2) is 94.61. The results of these
calculations can be seen that 48 students have a high level
of academic cheating or above average and as many as 52
respondents have low or below average cheating rates.
Pressure is something that arises from a need that comes
from inside or outside of someone. Based on a
questionnaire filled by 100 students, a maximum
opportunity score is 107, a minimum opportunity score is
62 with the total score of the X variable that is equal to
8681. The average is 86.8 1, the standard deviation (S) is
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8.70, and variance (S2) of 75.67. Moreover, it can be
known that 68 students had a high level of pressure or
above average and as much as 32 respondents have
pressure that is low or below average.
Opportunities are conditions that are such that weak
controls that allow fraud can occur. Based on a
questionnaire filled by 100 students, the probability
variable (X2) has a maximum score of 65 and a minimum
score of 33. The number of probability variable scores is
5064 with an average of 50.64, a standard deviation of
7.065, and a variance of 49.909. The results of the
questionnaire were collected, 57 students had a high level
of opportunity or above average, and as many as 43
respondents had a low or below average chance.
The rationalisation is the process of making decisions to
justify actions that are believed to be wrong but still done
because they feel they will be corrected later. Based on a
questionnaire filled by 100 students, the maximum
opportunity score of 88, the minimum opportunity score of
21 with the total score of the X variable is 6068. The
average is 60.68, the standard deviation (S) is 10.22, and
the variance (S2) is 104.50. Also, it can be seen that 50
students have a high level of rationalisation or above
average and as many as 50 respondents have a low or
below-average rationalisation.
In the regression equation, the form of influence
between
pressure
variables,
opportunities
and
rationalisation of academic fraud is as follows:
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1.98498, then Ho is rejected. That is, partially there is
significant influence between opportunities with academic
cheating. Furthermore, for rationalisation variables, t count
<t table, which is 0.583 <1.98498, then Ho is accepted.
That is, partially there is no significant influence between
rationalisation and academic fraud.
Based on the test results of the correlation coefficient
between pressure and academic fraud there is a value of
0.444. That is, there is a moderate or not too strong a
relationship between the two and has a positive direction.
Thus, the higher the level of pressure, the higher the level
of academic fraud and vice versa. Then, the correlation
value between opportunities with academic cheating is
0.438. That is, there is a moderate or not too strong a
relationship between the two and has a positive direction.
Therefore, the higher the level of opportunity, the higher
the chance is also the level of academic cheating.
Furthermore,
the
correlation
value
between
rationalisation and academic cheating is 0.257. That is,
there is a low or not strong relationship between the two
and has a positive direction. Therefore, the higher the level
of rationalisation, is also the level of academic fraud.
The relationship of pressure, opportunity and
rationalisation with academic cheating has a correlation
value of 0.527. Correlation values are in the range of 0.40
to 0.599, it can be concluded that there is a moderate or not
too strong relationship between pressure, opportunity and
rationalisation of academic fraud. Meanwhile, the
percentage of the contribution of independent variables
Ŷ=10,019+0,219X_1+0,339X_2+ 0,053X_3
(pressure, opportunity and rationalisation) to the dependent
Interpretation of the regression equation is a constant variable (academic cheating) was 27.8% while other
value (a) which is equal to 10.019, meaning that if pressure variables influence the rest.
(X1), opportunity (X2), and rationalisation (X3) have a
Based on the results of research that has been done, it
value of 0, then academic cheating (Y) has a value of can be seen that there is a partial relationship between
10.019. Coefficient value (b1) is 0.219, meaning that if the pressure and academic fraud. These results are in line with
opportunity increases by 1%, then academic cheating (Y) those described by Mc Cabe (Bleeker, 2008) explaining
will increase by 0.219 assuming other independent that the pressure of competition to be able to get a good
variables remain. Coefficient value (b2) is 0.339, meaning position and get a good school leads to the decision to
that if the opportunity experiences a 1% increase, and then engage in various forms of academic dishonesty. This
academic cheating (Y) will increase by 0.339 assuming shows that pressure can increase academic dishonesty or
other independent variables are fixed. Coefficient value (b3) academic fraud.
is 0.053, meaning that if the rationalisation has increased
The explanation above is reinforced by the opinion of
by 1%, and then academic cheating (Y) will increase by (Bleeker, 2008) which states that several reasons why some
0.053 assuming other independent variables are fixed. This students cheat, for example, the level of laziness, pressure,
is because the coefficient value of the three variables is and cynicism, are difficult to conceptualise or relate to the
positive.
baby boomer generation. Then (Simon, 2015) added that
Based on the results of multiple regression research, it the pressure to win from a competency triggered errors,
can be seen that Fcount> Ftable (12,304> 2,70), which academic cheating, and other crimes.
means that Ho is rejected. Therefore, it can be concluded
The results showed that based on the results of the
that the pressure, opportunity and rationalisation influence average score, each indicator of the pressure variable
simultaneously (simultaneously) on academic fraud. Next, showed that the highest percentage was too difficult a test
through the t test for the pressure variable, t count> t table, indicator with a percentage of 26.76%. However, for the
which is 3.058> 1.98498, then Ho is rejected. So the highest score is item number 5 with a total score of 371
conclusion is partial that there is a significant influence where this item is a statement of a difficult and many task
between pressure and academic fraud. Then, for the indicator ‘the assignment is too difficult, so I copy the task
probability variable thitung> t table, which is 3.038> of a friend who can do it”. Indications indicate that in
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general, the pressure felt by students comes from tests that
are too difficult. However, the form of pressure that is often
felt by students is when the assignment is difficult, so they
decide to do academic cheating, where the form of stress is
included in many difficult and difficult task indicators.
Then, the lowest percentage was found to feel unable to
meet the standards if it did not cheat, which was 22.37%.
The lowest score is in item number 11 with a total score of
195 "I feel satisfied with my job rather than cheating". This
indication shows that in general, the lowest pressure felt by
students is that they feel unable to meet the standards if
they do not cheat, which is evidenced by the statement that
students are satisfied with their work, where the statement
is a negative statement and produces a low score. This
means that students are not satisfied with their work but the
score is low so the pressure from this statement is not a
strong factor for students to do academic cheating
The results showed that there was a partial relationship
between opportunities and academic cheating. The
statement above is supported by the opinion of Bolin
(Wankel, 2012) who mentions factors for predicting
academic cheating include the disposition of self-control,
attitudes toward academic dishonesty, and perceived
opportunities for cheating. Then added by Ajzen (Nilson,
2010) which states that fraud occurs as a result of
opportunity as well as the intention to cheat. Opportunities
are an important part of every fraud because if the
perpetrators do not have the opportunity to be known to
commit fraud, then fraud is impossible to do (Albrecht,
2014).
Based on the research that has been carried out, results
from the average score of each indicator from the
probability variable shows that the highest percentage is
the indicator that students observe their environment are
also involved in cheating with a percentage of 27.16%. The
highest score is in item number 9 with a total score of 368
"friends don't care if they see someone cheating". This
indication shows that in general the opportunities arise for
students to do academic cheating because students
themselves observe their environment are also involved in
cheating. However, the form of opportunity that often
arises is when friends who don't care about cheating.
Then, the lowest percentage was in the teacher who did
not check the plagiarism action which was 23.44%. The
lowest score is in item number 24 with a total score of 276,
where this item is a statement from the instructor indicator
not changing the shape of the task or exam "the teacher
gives the same task and is easy to copy". This indication
shows that in general, the lowest chance that arises for
students is that the teacher does not check for plagiarism.
But the rare form of opportunity is the provision of the
same and easily copied task from the teacher where this
statement is part of the teacher's indicator does not change
the form of the assignment and exam along with the
conditions.
The results showed that there was no partial influence

between rationalisation and academic fraud. The statement
above is not in line with the opinion of (Rezaee, 2009)
which states that business students justify their fraud by
rationalising their actions in connection with financial
scandals — then added by Mc Cabe (Anantas, 2010) which
sharpens that students who cheat often rationalise their
thoughts with the reason everyone does it. Finally, Payne
and Nantz (Cassidy, 1999) agree that cheating is strongly
related to attribution, rationalisation, reasons, and other
forms of self-preservation.
Rationalisation, according to (K. Henn, 2009), is the
core of the decision-making process when it's time to
choose "go" or "not go" to be achieved. In this study,
rationalisation does not affect because the instruments used
to measure rationalisation have the lowest scores on items
"schools rarely check whether students do academic
cheating behaviours such as cheating, copying, lying, etc."
Based on the research that has been done, rationalisation
factors, especially from the instructor indicators, do not
explain what includes cheating showing a high percentage.
While the highest item score of 354 is in the indicator of
assessment policy or task requirements of the teacher who
is unfair, in the statement "Students who have a lot of
achievements and are close to the teacher are given better
grades". Thus, students judge when friends who have a lot
of achievements and close to the teacher get good grades
and that is unfair treatment from the teacher so that their
rationalisation arises to commit fraud. Meanwhile, the
lowest score is in the Policy which judges that the teacher is
unfair and the School does not detect academic cheating
with a score of 217. The lowest score is in the statement
"Schools rarely check whether students do academic
dishonesty behaviours such as cheating, copying, lying, etc.
"And" My teacher cares about students ", meaning that
students judge that the school is enough to examine the
occurrence of academic fraud so that students feel reluctant
to do academic cheating. Whereas in the next statement it
means that the teacher does not care about the students so
they think of cheating but the level of rationalisation, for
this reason, is low.
Based on the above discussion, it can be concluded that
rationalisation can produce influence and can also not
produce influence. Rationalisation which has a positive
influence on changing academic cheating behaviour; the
higher the level of rationalisation, the higher the behaviour
of academic cheating is done, and vice versa — the lower
the level of rationalisation, the lower the level of academic
cheating behaviour. The rationalisation did not affect this
study because schools had sufficiently detected and
prevented academic cheating, such as when supervising the
exam, most of the teachers watched closely.

4. Conclusion
Based on the processing of statistical data, descriptions
and data analysis described in previous chapters, it can be
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concluded from this study:
1). There is a positive and significant influence
between the pressure on academic cheating that is,
the higher the pressure the student has, the higher
the academic cheating will be.
2). There is a positive and significant influence
between opportunities for academic fraud that is,
the higher the opportunities students have, the
higher their academic cheating will be.
3). There is no influence between the rationalisation of
academic fraud. That is, rationalisation does not
influence students to do academic cheating.
4). There is a positive and significant influence
between pressure, opportunity and rationalisation
on academic cheating. That is, together with the
higher the level of pressure, opportunity and
rationalisation, the higher the level of academic
fraud
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