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Abstract: This preliminary study aims to identify an item list of uncivil 

behaviors in the Indonesian educational environment. The study 

comprises three phases: first, a panel of experts assessed each item to 

ensure their content validity for items pool. The second phase used a 

cross-sectional design and convenience sampling to recruit 524 

students and faculty members in seven provinces in Indonesia using an 

online survey. The third phase involved ten students from the second 

phase and several faculty representatives were randomly selected to 

complete the open-ended questionnaire. Principal component analysis 

(PCA) identified four factors, including disregard for 

instructors/annoyances, disrespect for others (verbal and non-verbal), 

misconduct and integrity violation, and use of cell phones. Furthermore, 

the results indicate that "getting up during a class,leaving and 

returning,” “arriving late and/or leaving early," “not paying attention in 

the class,” “texting,” “packing books before the class is dismissed,” 

“cheating during an exam,” and “sleeping during the class” were the 

top seven highest recurring behaviors. This study provides tentative 

support for a preliminary scale in identifying uncivil behavior among 

college populations in Indonesia. 

Keywords: classroom incivility, Indonesia, preliminary research, 

uncivil behavior. 

 

The decline in civilityis seen as a salient issue that has been noticed in many college 

facultiesacross countries. This lack of civility has also made many academics deeply anxious about 

the uncivil behavior occurring in their classrooms (Segrist et al., 2018). Discussions about 

classroom incivility in higher education most often focus on the need to curb and decrease incivility 

because it can interfere with classroom learning and harm the learning environment (Feldmann, 

2001). For instance, short-term consequences include low learning engagement and wellbeing 

(Vuolo, 2018), burnout (Al-Jubouri et al., 2020; Bai et al., 2019), sleep disorders (Fritz et al., 2019), 

and emotional exhaustion (Welbourne et al., 2020). Long-term outcomes include decreased 

academic achievement and failure to reach educational goals (Al-Jubouri et al., 2020). Therefore, 
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researchers may want to address classroom incivility to reduce its negative effect on academic and 

personal development (Marini, 2009; Spadafora et al., 2020). 

Classroom incivility is much more than disrespectful speech or action, disregard, and 

insolence for others (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). It also involves “any action that interferes with 

a harmonious and cooperative learning atmosphere in the classroom” (Feldmann, 2001, p.137). 

From this perspective, experiencing and promoting civility in the university context has a twofold 

purpose: 1) achieving the learning effectiveness intended to develop competencies and skills, and 

2) more importantly, helping to build a character from an ethical perspective.  

Despite the emerging attention on uncivil behavior inthe classroom over the past twenty 

years, limitations require clarification. First, social and cultural contexts influence uncivil behavior 

(Connelly, 2009; Eka & Chambers, 2019). This also means that uncivil behavior can be perceived 

differently based on social values and norms in a particular society (Eka & Chambers, 2019; Segrist 

et al., 2018). For example, people in the United States may have different perspectives on 

categorizing uncivil behavior than their Asian counterparts. Conversely, Asian people may 

perceivewhat is acceptablein American society as uncivil behavior. Moradi and Ghabanchi (2019) 

explain that intercultural communication and sensitivity are cultural barriers between people 

interacting from different cultures. In line with these assumptions, a recent study by Al-Jubouri et 

al. (2020) was conducted in several countries (i.e., Chile, Iraq, Italy, Nigeria, Philippines, Saudi 

Arabia, Serbia, Thailand, Turkey, and Kenya), which indicated that levels of incivility among 

participants in different countries were significantly different. 

Second, a call has been made to expand the subject to different types of institutions (private 

colleges and community colleges) for comparisons and drawing further conclusions regarding 

uncivil behavior. Although it is an important topic, incivility has received limited attention in non-

nursing education research, despite Bjorklund and Rehling's (2009) call for scholars to consider it. 

The nursing education environment has largely been the primary focus of studies such as(Al-

Jubouri et al., 2020; McCarthy et al., 2020; Mohammadipour et al., 2018; Natarajan et al.,2017; 

Sauer et al., 2018;Ziefle, 2018), with only a few studies considering public universities (see 

Bjorklund & Rehling, 2009; Chory & Offstein, 2016, 2017; Farrel et al., 2016; Segrist et al., 2018). 

To the best of our knowledge, there has been no research conducted in the Asian education sector, 

particularly in non-nursing settings. Therefore,there is a need for more studies in the Asian region 

to document the extent, source, and nature of classroom incivility. Despite the successful 

identification of uncivil behavior in students at a Midwestern public university, Bjorklund and 

Rehling (2009) suggested that studies in other areas of the country and different types of institutions 

were needed. Furthermore, future research needs to design prevention policies and interventions to 

reduce the negative impact of classroom incivility (Bjorklund &Rehling, 2009; Weger, 2017). 

Overall, the present study aims to identify uncivil behavior in the classroom and determine 

whetherthe relevant items would be revealedin the Indonesian context. As far as we know, the 

research on exploring uncivil behavior in Asian non-nursing educational setting is lacking and 

Indonesia is no exception. It is a multi-cultural country, which also has the largest Muslim 

population in the world. Thus, this study can provide a new perspective for understanding incivility 

in Asian and Muslim communities. Second, the study determined the dominant uncivil behavior 

compared to existing studies. Finally, the study sought effective ways to handle classroom 

incivility. Due to the wide-ranging negative effects of classroom incivility on students and faculty 

members, it is important to consider how universities can address incivility in their 

organizations.The data from the present study may benefit not only cross-national comparisons 

regarding classroom incivilitybut also provide new insights into uncivil behavior in a higher 

education setting, especially in Indonesia. 
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Classroom Incivility 

 

Incivility is distinct from aggression, bullying, and abusive supervision,which victims more 

easily recognize are because it is intentional. Furthermore, due to the ambiguous nature of 

incivility, organizations sometimes ignore their forms at work because they only have different 

perceptions of various behaviors that are considered appropriate and dangerous (Rahim & Cosby, 

2016; Schilpzand et al., 2016). Along the same lines, classroom incivility is any speech or action 

capable of disrupting a harmonious learning environment (Feldmann, 2001). Some of the most 

common uncivil behaviors in college classrooms include text messaging, packing up books before 

class is over, yawning, eating and drinking, nodding and smiling in response to others’ comments, 

arriving late and/or leaving early, using a palm pilot, iPod or computer for non-class activities, and 

displaying inattentive posture or facial expressions. More severe uncivil behaviors are less common 

but do occur, including continuing to talk after being asked to stop and coming to class under the 

influence of alcohol (Bjorklund & Rehling, 2009). 

Noting the dearth of research exploring college students’ perceptions of classroom 

incivility, Farrell et al. (2016) described the following two dimensions: intentional and 

unintentional actions. Intentionally uncivil actions include posting nasty notes, spreading rumors, 

calling classmate names, and fighting with peers. On the opposing side, unintentional actions 

include packing up books, eating during class, sending a text, surfing the internet during a lesson, 

sleeping in class (Farrell et al., 2016). A more recent study by Chory and Offstein (2017) divides 

classroom incivility into four factors: disregard for the instructor (i.e., leave the class early without 

instructor permission, move around the room/change seats, sleep), offensive communication (i.e., 

use vulgarity in the presence of the instructor, use vulgarity during open class discussions), 

aggressive communication (i.e., continue to talk to other students after being asked by the instructor 

to stop, use vulgarity toward the instructor), and illicit behavior (i.e., come to class under the 

influence of alcohol). Al-Jubouri et al. (2019) investigated the psychometric properties of the 

Arabic version of the classroom incivility in nursing education. Their study validated the 24 items 

of uncivil behaviors in the nursing environment. For example, making threatening statements about 

weapons, threats of physical harm against others, and sending inappropriate or rude e-mails to 

others were identified assome of the most uncivil behaviors. 

Researchers recognize student incivility as a growing problem and have called for future 

research to design prevention policies (Weger, 2017). There is evidence to suggest that incivility 

has become a growing concern in last decade, especially within educational settings (Al-Jubouri et 

al., 2020; Bai et al., 2019; Ibrahim & Qalawa, 2016; Spadafora et al., 2019; Vuolo, 2018). Incivility 

in the classroom not only makes it difficult for students to learn but it may also disrupt the 

classroom learning environment (Feldmann, 2001; Ibrahim &Qalawa, 2016). More specifically, 

disruptive incivility associates with lower levels of student engagement, wellbeing, and reduced 

energy for critical thinking in class (Segrist et al., 2018; Vuolo, 2018); it is also linked to academic 

burnout (Bai et al., 2019). Students who experienced high levels of peer incivility had lower mental 

health scores, lower physical health, and higher stress levels (Sauer et al., 2018). Furthermore, the 

results of student incivility can lower feelings of confidence, career satisfaction, and longevity in 

the faculty (Narajan et al., 2017). Thus, classroom incivility can have deleterious consequences for 

individuals (students and faculty members) and the overall learning climate. 
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Material and Methods 

 

Participants and Procedure 

 

This study used convenience sampling through various groups and community networks to 

obtain an adequate sample size. First, faculty members from universities/colleges who were willing 

to be involved in the survey identified, and they, in turn, asked other groups and faculty 

communities if they wanted to be involved in this online survey. The survey was conducted over 

from July to August 2020 and received 553 responses. Incentives for taking part in this survey 

included Internet credit prizes to 20 randomly selected participants. 

After checking whether the questionnaires were filled correctly, 29 (5.2%) participants 

were eliminated, leaving 524 participants consisting of 423 students and 101 faculty members as 

the final sample size. This survey involved nine colleges/universities from seven provinces in 

Indonesia (Aceh, Jakarta, East Java, West Sumatra, Lampung, West Nusa Tenggara, and South 

Kalimantan). There were 64 percent of females (287 students and 47 faculty members) and 36 

percent of males (136 students and 54 faculty members). There were 350 respondents (64 percent) 

from state universities (287 students and 63 faculty members) and 174(33 percent) from private 

universities (136 students and 38 faculty members). Moreover, there were 376 respondents (72 

percent) from Islamic universities (298 students and 77 faculty members) and 149 participants (29 

percent) from public universities (125 students and 24 faculty members).  

The next phase of the study was a qualitative endeavor, involving a follow-up qualitative 

short answer questionnaire sent to undergraduate faculties and students. Five faculty members and 

ten students participated in this second phase. The faculty members were selected based on their 

expertise and experience, while the undergraduate students were randomly selected from the first-

stage survey. The two groups gave their consent to complete the open-ended questionnaire survey 

about effective ways to handle classroom incivility. 

 

Measurement 

 

Exploring incivility requires data from several major studies that have specifically 

developed the incivility scale. The survey of academic incivility that Indiana University developed 

is widely adapted for assessing college students' perceptions of incivility (e.g., Bjorklund & 

Rehling, 2009; McKinne & Martin, 2010). This scale includes 25 items, such as eating, sleeping, 

allowing the cell phone to ring, making sarcastic remarks, and students not paying attention in 

class. Similarly, researchers have developed scales on student perception of classroom incivility 

based on 10 items (Farrell et al., 2016) to more than 25 items (Bjorklund & Rehling, 2009) 

compiled from existing research (e.g., Feldmann, 2001; Marini, 2009). Chory and Offstein (2017) 

developedamore recent measurement model that divides 17 items into 4 factors: disregard for the 

instructor (6 items), offensive communication (4 items), aggressive communication (4 items), and 

illicit behavior (2 items). 

This study compiles and adjusts items from existing research (Bjorklund & Rehling, 2009; 

Chory & Offstein, 2017). Three additional items related to academic violations, such as plagiarism 

and cheating during examinations,were included because they are considered uncivil behavior in 

higher education (McKinne& Martin, 2010; Osinski, 2003). Thirty items were submitted to the 

behavior list for the expert panel to assess. For content validity, five experts in the field of education 

were asked to evaluate the appropriateness and relevance of the items to the Indonesian culture. 

Experts were asked to answer “relevant = 1” and “irrelevant = 0” on the item list. The content 

validity index (CVI) was used to assess the feasibility of an item, producing 25 relevant items based 
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on a CVI value> 0.80 (Polit & Beck, 2006; Hendryadi, 2017). Furthermore, participants were asked 

to answer 25 questions regarding how frequently they observed each of the 25 uncivil behaviors in 

classrooms using a 6-point Likert-type scale (0 = never to 5 = frequently). 

 

Analysis and Results 

 

Principal Component Analysis and Descriptive Statistics 

 

In answering the first question, which was to identify the uncivil behavior in the classroom 

and determining whether relevant items would reveal to the Indonesian setting, principal 

component analysis (PCA) was used to evaluate the factor structure. This study conducted a PCA 

first because it is exploratory, and the relevant factor structure should be obtained in the Indonesian 

context. After PCA, descriptive analysis techniques were used to observe the average score of the 

respondents' answers; it would help answer the second research question regarding the highest 

frequency of the respondents' answers on the uncivil behavior list. 

Phase two analysis involved the qualitative data analysis of follow-up questionnaires to 

obtain opinions on the results of the first phase study. The follow-up questionnaire consisted of 

five open-ended questions, allowing respondents to expand their answers regarding policies that 

universities could take regarding the online survey results. All qualitative data were reviewed and 

analyzed to identify emerging themes and patterns. These policies were analyzed to triangulate the 

data gathered for research questions (Creswell & Clark, 2017). 

The classroom incivility items were subjected to a PCA with varimax rotation, resulting in 

four factors, with 62.24% of the variance. Three items, namely "conversing loudly with others," 

"ignore other opinions in discussion sessions,"and "discarding trash after the class has begun," had 

a loading factor of <0.50; thus, they were dropped. The PCA was re-run, producing a four-factor 

solution accounting for 65.67% of the variance. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett's test 

measure of sampling adequacy were used to determine the appropriate data set for this study. The 

analysis results presented in Table 1 show that the KMO value was 0.905, with a significant 

Bartlett's test (p <0.05). Therefore, the data analysis met the requirements for PCA (Hair et al., 

2010). The first factor (disregard for instructors/annoyances) amounted to seven items, with a 

percent variance of 38.42% (α = 0.912). The second factor (disrespect for others/verbal and 

nonverbally) consisted of seven items, with a percent variance of 12.2% (α = 0.838).The third 

factor (misconduct and integrity violation) consisted of 4 items with a percent variance of 6.62% 

(α = 0.717), and the fourth factor (use of cell phones) consisted of 3 items with a percent variance 

of 8.40% (α = 0.868). Cronbach’s alpha ranges from 0.717 to 0.912, indicating that the subscale 

already has adequate internal consistency (α > 0.70; Hair et al., 2010). 

Given that all of our measures were written self-reports taken from one source and reported 

by respondents through the cross-sectional method (Podsakoffet al., 2012; Tehseenet al., 2017), a 

Harman single factor test approach was used to guard against common method bias (Podsakoff et 

al., 2012). The results show that no single dominant subscale factor explained more than 50% of 

the total variance, as shown in Table 1. Therefore, CMV was not a severe problem. 

The second research question focused on the frequency of the behaviors. The mean rating 

of the frequency by which each behavior was observed in studentclassrooms was calculated. The 

behaviors were then ranked in order of frequency from the most frequent to least frequent (see 

Table 2). Only "getting up during a class, leaving, and returning," "arriving late and/or leaving 

early," "not paying attention in the class," "texting," "packing up books before the class is over," 
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"cheating duringan exam," and “sleeping” received a mean rating of 2.00 or more. Of the 22 listed 

behaviors, 19 received mean ratings of less than 2. The two behaviors that were rated the lowest 

were "opening bags/lockers without permission" and "coming to the class under the influence of 

alcohol." 

 

Table 1 

Factor Loadings, Communalities, and Percentage of Variance for PCA with Varimax Rotation on 

Final Classroom Incivility Items 

 
 

Component 

1 2 3 4 

1 Arriving late or leaving early .70 .44 .18 .31 

2 Eating and drinking during the class .79 .40 .22 .31 

3 Sleeping .84 .38 .22 .27 

4 Getting up during class, leaving and returning .75 .41 .20 .30 

5 Spreading rumors/gossip .75 .64 .44 .22 

6 Not paying attention in class .77 .53 .29 .20 

7 Packing up books before the class is over .74 .51 .31 .28 

8 Making disparaging remarks .51 .78 .28 .17 

9 Nonverbally showing disrespect for others .48 .83 .34 .20 

10 Opening bags/lockers without permission .33 .76 .25 .25 

11 Fidgeting that distracts others .57 .73 .30 .25 

12 Swearing .66 .68 .39 .24 

13 Doing homework for other classes .52 .56 .34 .25 

14 Nonverbally flirting .43 .74 .39 .27 

15 Coming to the class under the influence of alcohol .11 .17 .81 .07 

16 Fighting in the class .21 .40 .89 .17 

17 Wearing immodest attire .31 .38 .90 .14 

18 Plagiarizing .38 .40 .83 .21 

19 Cheating on exam .62 .47 .77 .23 

20 Allowing cell phone to ring .30 .29 .16 .92 

21 Texting .58 .39 .24 .83 

22 Answering a phone call .27 .22 .18 .91 

 Eigenvalue 8.45 2.69 1.85 1.46 

 Percent Variance Explained 38.42 12.25 8.39 6.62 

 Cronbach Alpha .88 .86 .89 .87 

 

Open responses in surveys and follow-up questionnaires revealed more in-depth 

information for answering the third research question. Several student respondents stated that the 

instructor's behavior might inadvertently facilitate classroom incivility. The tendency of "allowing" 

or "ignoring" the students' uncivil behavior inside the classroom can trigger repeated actions from 

other students. In particular, the students mentioned that relatively younger instructors tended to 

act indifferently to uncivil behavior. In line with students’opinions, a senior lecturer highlighted 

that the communication between lecturers and students on social media sometimes becomes 

unethical, where there are no clear boundaries between students and teachers. 



Journal of Ethnic and Cultural Studies 

2021, Vol. 8, No. 1, 129-142 

http://dx.doi.org/10.29333/ejecs/593 

                                                               Copyright 2021 

                                                            ISSN: 2149-1291 

 

 
 

135 

 

Usually,uncivil behavior is influenced by culture and technological 

advances, such as the case of conversations between students and lecturers 

on social media. Technology makes no distance between lecturers and 

students, which in eastern customs, there are boundaries of communication 

and behavior that must be maintained. 

 

Table 2 

Mean Ratings of the Frequency of Student Classroom Behaviors Ranked From Most Frequently to 

Least Frequently Observed 

No Item Mean Std. Deviation 

1 Getting up during class, leaving and returning 2.55 1.20 

2 Arriving late and/or leaving early 2.32 1.15 

3 Not paying attention in class 2.24 1.28 

4 Texting 2.24 1.33 

5 Packing up books before class is over 2.22 1.33 

6 Cheating on exam 2.09 1.27 

7 Sleeping 2.01 1.18 

8 Eating and drinking during class 1.99 1.15 

9 Allowing a cell phone to ring 1.81 1.17 

10 Plagiarism 1.81 1.22 

11 Spreading rumors / gossip 1.77 1.16 

12 Making disparaging remarks 1.70 1.07 

13 Nonverbally showing disrespect for others 1.66 .98 

14 Answer a phone call 1.57 1.05 

15 Fidgeting that distracts others 1.56 .92 

16 Swearing 1.56 1.00 

17 Doing homework for other classes 1.55 .92 

18 Nonverbally flirting 1.46 .89 

19 Wearing immodest attire 1.43 .94 

20 Fights in class 1.34 .84 

21 Opening bags / lockers without permission 1.25 .65 

22 Coming to class under the influence of alcohol or 

drugs 

1.21 .76 

 

Another lecturer noted: 

 

In my opinion, many factors cause uncivil behavior among students, both 

internal (such as lifestyle) and external (influence of family and peer 

environment). External factors from the social environment are the most 

dominant in shaping student behavior. Some students behave well in the 

family, but outside they behave the opposite. 
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A culture of civility appeared important for both teachers and students. Most student 

respondents talked about mutual respect. One student emphasized, “sometimes the teacher treats 

us as if we are stupid, liars, and lazy. In some cases, we receive penalties for other student's 

mistakes.” Another student noted,"some of the instructors acted superiorly, anti-criticism, and 

could not accept our opinion, even though some of us were practitioners, there was no academic 

climate that was open to space for discussion." 

Finally, the interview responses about the policy show that the responses from the faculty 

and the studentscan be divided into three themes. One theme indicated that there are no policies 

that prohibit certain behavior in the class, or there is a lack of knowledge about the existence of 

such policies. One student noted that "I never knew there was a prohibition policy on certain 

behavior in the classroom, or I forgot, I don't know."  

The second theme refers to the ineffectiveness of policies regarding uncivil behavior in 

schools. One instructor noted, "the policy already exists, but it seems that it is not massively 

socialized so that it is often forgotten, even by the teaching staff themselves."  

The third theme indicates that the campus already has a code of conduct policy, but it does 

not cover all the behaviors on the list. A student noted that "turning off the cellphone, plagiarism, 

cheating during the exam, using rude words, leaving, or entering class with the instructor's 

permission are some of the behaviors that are already in the code of conduct posted in all classes." 

 

Discussion and Conclusion  

 

The first objective of this study was to identify the uncivil behavior using PCA, which 

indicated that classroom incivility is multi-dimensional, with 22 items that were successfully 

validated. This study supports the majority of the uncivil behavior items from previous studies 

(e.g., Al-Jubouri et al., 2019; Bjorklund & Rehling, 2009; Chory & Offstein, 2017; Farrell et al., 

2016; Mohammadipour et al., 2018), thus, confirming that general agreement exists regarding 

disrespectful behavior between the Western and Eastern worlds, especially in Indonesia. In addition 

to the dimensions of integrity violation (Osinski, 2003), the current study’ scale supports a new 

dimension as an extension of the previous scale (e.g., Bjorklund & Rehling, 2010; Chory & 

Offstein, 2017; Farrell et al., 2016). Cheating during exams, plagiarism, and opening bags/lockers 

without permission are additional items based on their content validity and proved to have 

sufficient internal consistency and the PCA procedure. Thus, this study theoretically can provide 

new insights regarding uncivil behavior in the context of Indonesian higher education. 

The 22 items are divided into 4 factors: disregard for instructors/annoyances (7 items), 

disrespect for others (7 items), misconduct and integrity violation (5 items), and use of cell phones 

(3 items). This result is different from Chory and Offstein (2017), who have divided 17 items into 

4 factors: disregard for the instructor (6 items), offensive communication (4 items), aggressive 

communication (4 items), and illicit behavior (2 items). This study also differs from the two-

dimensional model that Farrell et al. (2016) produced. However, several factors from the scale in 

this study overlap with Chory and Offstein (2017) and have similarities with the scale that Farrell 

et al. (2016) developed to some extent. 

In line with Chory and Offstein (2017), the first factor, disregard for 

instructors/annoyances, is marked by arriving late and/or leaving early, eating and drinking during 

the class, sleeping, getting up during aclass, leaving and returning, spreading rumors/gossip, not 

paying attention in the class, and packing up books before the class is over. This subscale overlaps 

with Chory and Offstein's (2017) dimension: disregard factors for instructors. The second factor, 

disrespect for others, refers to verbal and nonverbal behavior characterized by making disparaging 

remarks, nonverbally showing disrespect for others, opening bags/lockers without permission, 
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fidgeting that distracts others, swearing, doing homework for other classes, and nonverbally 

flirting. This subscale is in line with the offensive communication and aggressive communication 

factors of Chory and Offstein (2017). The third factor, misconduct and integrity violation, refer to 

coming to class under the influence of alcohol or drugs, fights inside the classroom, wearing 

immodest attire, plagiarism, and cheating during an exam. This third factor is a special addition to 

the violation of student integrity during the learning process in the classroom. Finally, the fourth 

factor, cell phone usage behavior, allowing a cell phone to ring, texting, and answer a phone call,is 

similar to the unintentional incivility factor of Farrell et al. (2016). As shown, the current study’s 

measurement model has differences and similarities with other measures. It may help provide a 

better understanding of how this construct can be conceptualized in different cultural contexts 

(Halpern, 2017). 

Students and faculty members in this study gave nine behaviors the highest ratings. Leaving 

and returning, arriving late and/or leaving early, not paying attention in the class, texting, packing 

up books before the class is over, cheating during an exam, and sleeping were found to be the seven 

most frequent behaviors based on the students’ perspectives. Most of these behaviors were 

classified by Bjorklund and Rehling (2009), Al-Jubouri et al. (2019), Khairuddin et al (2019) and 

Mohammadipour et al. (2018) as the higher level of incivility that was marked by American public 

universities and Asian nursing students in those studies, respectively. This designates that some 

uncivil behaviors among students are commonregardless of their nationalities and culture. 

The third question regarding effective policy is explored through qualitative data to 

obtainanother lens to view the problem. We have noted several important points regarding the 

causes of uncivil behavior in the classroom from the perspective of students and faculty. First, it 

may be due to a lack of attention to ethics education in the family environment or previous 

educational levels. Also, technology plays a role in changing communication styles between 

students and teachers. In contrast to Western culture, in Asia, especially in Indonesia, some rules 

or ethics must be obeyed by a student when interacting with teachers. However, this formal rule 

seems to be ignored by younger teachers/instructors who tend to be more "relaxed" in applying 

formal rules of communication. A senior lecturer stated: 

 

I think younger lecturers tend to be permissive, and if they do this, then 

students will take chances on them. For example, allowing students to eat 

and drink in class deliberately or use cell phones for purposes outside the 

classroom. Students usually act on responses, and when allowed to do so, 

they will repeat the behavior. 

 

Another concern in this study is that no consensus regarding uncivil behavior exists.In this 

case, uncivil behaviors, such as “texting,” “packing up books before the class is over,” sleeping,” 

eating and drinking during the class,” and “allowing a cell phone to ring,”are relatively common 

and “appropriate" among lecturers. The condition, then, becomes a tendency for students to assume 

that most other lecturers also permit these behaviors. This finding is in line with McKinne and 

Martin (2010), who concluded that permissive actions by teaching staff for uncivil behavior that 

occurs in class could cause a high frequency of incidents. Furthermore, regarding faculty policies 

related to uncivil behavior, in general, written rules regarding ethics in the campus environment 

already exist, but they are not socialized and, thus, are ignored by the students and even the teaching 

staff. This finding is in line with Segrist et al. (2018) that having formal policies about appropriate 

classroom behavior may not be sufficient to protect the learning environment of the classroom.  
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The main purpose of the study has been achieved by identifying 22 relevant behaviors that 

were grouped into four factors, such as disregard for instructors/annoyances, disrespect for others, 

misconduct and integrity violation, and use of cell phones. The findings also reveal a similar form 

of uncivil behavior between Indonesian and Western contextas well as represent a contribution to 

reducing the classroom incivility literature gap in Asia, particularly in a non-nursing education 

context. Of equal importance, the results showed that the real occurrence of uncivil behavior across 

multiple ethnicities and Islamic-public university groups in Indonesia. Finally, the culture of 

civility in the educational environment will be achieved when uncivil behaviors are addressed and 

this requires administrators to design preventive policies through dialogues among lecturers to 

properly reduce classroom incivility. 

 

Implications of the Present Study 

 

The findings of this study present several implications. From a theoretical perspective, it is 

argued that perceived incivility is mainly related to the social and cultural contexts and can be 

perceived differently based on social values and norms (Eka & Chambers, 2019; Segrist et al., 

2018). However, the findings of 22 items in the current study found a similar pattern that was 

consistent with the previous studies (e.g., Al-Jubouri et al., 2019; Bjorklund &Rehling, 2009; 

Chory & Offstein, 2017; Farrell et al., 2016). Although there is an extension of a new dimension 

from the previous studies (e.g., Bjorklund & Rehling, 2010; Chory & Offstein, 2017; Farrell et al., 

2016), the distinction and perspectives of Indonesian versus western learning environment are 

relatively similar in identifying students' uncivil behavior in class. This suggests that there are core 

characteristics of classroom incivility that can be observed across cultures and countries. 

The multi-ethnic findings of uncivil behavior present several practical implications. Aside 

from the implementation of compulsory university policies, such as discipline and student behavior 

in class, those promoting “incivility in the classroom” awareness or delivering effective incivility 

intervention in Indonesian Islamic and public universities also require communication skills and 

multicultural sensitivity. One can no longer assume uncivil behavior to be an exclusive experience 

of a specific ethnic or community group–it is a fairly universal experience in both Islamic and 

public universities in Indonesia. Furthermore, the importance of opening dialogues among lecturers 

to properly redefine classroom incivility is implied. However, these conversations to reformulate 

an agreement among the lecturer need to be at the “local” level (McKinne& Martin, 2010), meaning 

the dialogue would not be very effective in a campus-wide workshop. Additionally, the findings of 

this study argue that the faculty is responsible for handling uncivil behavior, which is in line with 

previous empirical studies (Bjorklund & Rehling, 2009; McKinne & Martin, 2010). 

Another implication for practice underscores the importance of a lecturer's pedagogy, 

personality, and competencies. In line with McKinne and Martin (2010), perceived classroom 

incidence is related to a teacher's level of immediacy; a lecturer should have adequate knowledge 

and be competent in the subject to get the students’ respect. In addition, a lecturer must become a 

role model in behaving and avoid words that denigrate students, which, then, become triggers for 

students to behave well. The pattern of interaction between lecturers and students is still based on 

Eastern culture, which may have a different meaning from Western culture. Thus, communication 

between students and lecturers is active but is still limited to eastern ethics, which provides clear 

boundaries between lecturers and students in their interaction. The final implication for practice 

involves the proper creation, implementation, and dissemination of policies to address classroom 

incivility. The current study agrees with the interventions that Segrist et al. (2018) recommended, 

which utilize peer students to respond to acceptable and non-acceptable classroom behaviors. This 
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can help shape student perceptions of their peers' views on acceptable classroom behavior (Segrist 

et al., 2018). 

 

Limitations and Future Research Directions 

 

The present study has several limitations. First, this study is preliminary research aimed at 

identifying relevant uncivil behavior in education institutions, especially in Indonesia. Although 

the uncivil behavior list obtained based on the survey results has some patterns and structures 

similar to previous studies (e.g., Bjorklund & Rehling, 2009; Chory & Offstein, 2017; Farrell et 

al., 2016), the current study did not find general agreement regarding uncivil behavior among 

faculty members. Future research needs to examine other differences in perceptions among faculty 

members and between students to gain a broader understanding of this field.  

Second, the convenience sampling method also led to some restrictions to generalize; thus, 

future studies must be modified with other sophisticated sampling procedures (e.g., stratified 

cluster random sampling). Third, this study is the first on classroom incivility in the context of 

Indonesian culture. Future research needs to complete a series of tests based on psychometric 

evaluation standards to develop new scales. Future studies can replicate this exploratory study with 

other samples and other constructs (e.g., antisocial beliefs and prosocial behavior; Marini, 2009; 

Chory & Offstein, 2017) to complete the testing of concurrent validity.  

Finally, this study only identifies uncivil behavior that students performed in class. This 

results in a one-sided focus on student behavior, even though other studies (e.g., Segrist et al., 

2018) show that the faculty also contributes to a climate of disrespect. Future studies should explore 

this measure in the context of faculty to thoroughly identify the exploration of classroom incivility. 
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