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Abstract: This research investigates the unilateral action of banks placing "default debtor" stickers 

on properties, even when the targeted party is not a debtor, causing both material and immaterial 

harm. The study aims to analyze the legal protection available to affected parties and determine 

the bank’s liability for such actions. A normative legal research method is used, employing 

statutory, case, and conceptual approaches. Data is analyzed prescriptively to develop legal 

arguments based on existing laws. The findings indicate that such actions when conducted 

without lawful basis or proper verification can constitute unlawful conduct under Article 1365 of 

the Indonesian Civil Code and violate banking secrecy and consumer protection principles. As 

institutions of trust, banks are held liable for damages caused by procedural negligence, including 

when carried out by third parties such as debt collectors. The study concludes that stricter legal 

mechanisms are necessary to prevent such harmful practices. These mechanisms should include 

internal safeguards through bank SOPs and external supervision by the Financial Services 

Authority (OJK). Strengthening these legal protections is essential to uphold justice and ensure 

that consumers of banking services are treated fairly and their rights respected within the financial 

sector. 

Keywords: Legal Protection; Default Debtor Sticker; Unlawful Conduct; Bank Liability; Consumer 

Protection. 

 

1. Introduction 

The public’s need for financial facilities in the form of credit continues to increase in line 

with the growing complexity of life’s demands. Savings and loan services have become 

one of the alternatives for individuals to meet their economic needs, whether for 

consumptive or productive purposes. Banks, as financial institutions, play a crucial role 

in channeling funds to the public through loan-based financing products. However, 

within the legal relationship between banks and customers, the potential for disputes is 

considerable, especially in cases of default or failure to pay loan installments (Ilham & 

Kara, 2021). 

In practice, when customers experience arrears in their loan agreements, some 

banks or financing institutions often take unilateral and controversial actions. One such 

action includes placing stickers or signs on the debtor's property, indicating that the 

occupant is a loan defaulter under bank supervision. Although intended to pressure 

debtors into repaying their loans, such actions raise numerous legal, social, and ethical 

concerns, particularly in relation to human rights and consumer protection 

(Hirwansyah, 2024). 

A prominent case occurred in Ponorogo, where an individual, referred to as SM, 

became a victim of sticker placement by a bank without legal grounds. SM, who had 

never taken out a loan with the bank in question, found his house marked with a sticker 

labeling him a defaulter, resulting in significant moral and social harm. Feeling publicly 

humiliated, he filed a civil lawsuit against the bank, demanding compensation of IDR 

50,000,000,000 (fifty billion rupiah). The case gained national attention, highlighting the 

serious consequences of arbitrary actions in loan collection practices (Dwiono, 2025). 

In debtor-creditor relationships, banks often act unilaterally when handling 

defaulting debtors, such as by affixing stickers or spray-painting words on the debtor's 
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property without consent. These actions not only violate ethical norms but also 

contravene criminal law, such as Article 167 of the Indonesian Penal Code (entering 

property without permission), Article 406 (destruction of property), and Article 310 

(defamation). Consumer protection is also guaranteed under Law No. 8 of 1999 on 

Consumer Protection, which obligates businesses, including banks, to safeguard 

consumers’ rights against harmful practices (Hirwansyah, 2024). 

The Financial Services Authority (OJK) Circular Letter No. 19/SEOJK.06/2023 on the 

Implementation of Information Technology-Based Joint Financing Services affirms that 

collection efforts must not involve humiliation, threats, physical or verbal pressure, or 

other forms of intimidation. This provision embodies the protection of consumer rights 

and the enforcement of ethical, fair, and humane debt collection practices. Real cases, 

such as that of SM in Ponorogo, demonstrate that sticker placement without accurate 

verification can harm individuals with no credit relationship with the bank, resulting in 

severe material and immaterial losses. 

Unilateral actions by banks may also violate banking secrecy obligations. Law No. 4 

of 2023 on the Development and Strengthening of the Financial Sector, which amended 

provisions in Law No. 21 of 2011 on the Financial Services Authority, mandates that 

banks maintain the confidentiality of depositor information, except under specific 

circumstances outlined in Articles 41 to 44A (Fahrurrozi et al., 2020). Placing signs or 

markings on a debtor’s property disclosing their credit status may be considered a 

violation of these confidentiality requirements, especially if done without a lawful 

mechanism. 

This confidentiality obligation is further reinforced in Article 2 of Bank Indonesia 

Regulation No. 2/19/PBI/2000 concerning Requirements and Procedures for Written 

Orders or Permits to Disclose Bank Secrets. The regulation requires banks to protect all 

depositor information, including borrower identities, except in explicitly regulated 

circumstances. Exceptions are only permitted for taxation purposes, debt resolution 

through authorized state institutions, interbank information exchange, or written 

requests from the customer or their lawful heirs (Hilmy, 2023). Therefore, affixing signs 

or markings disclosing a person's loan status without proper legal procedures or consent 

constitutes a breach of banking secrecy. This highlights the importance of protecting 

borrower data to preserve public trust in the banking system and prevent harmful or 

humiliating treatment of customers outside legal boundaries. 

This issue underscores the weakness of consumer protection in the financial 

services sector, where imbalances in power between banks and customers are reflected 

in one-sided standard agreements. Banks should prioritize non-litigation efforts, such as 

mediation or loan restructuring, before taking steps that could socially embarrass 

customers. Thus, legal accountability for unilateral bank actions is crucial to uphold 

justice and protect the rights of users of savings and loan services. 

Legal protection for individuals harmed by unilateral bank actions is a critical issue 

requiring thorough examination. Customers or mistakenly targeted individuals must 

have access to effective complaint mechanisms and rights enforcement, whether through 

regulatory bodies like OJK, consumer protection institutions, or civil lawsuits. Such 

protection is essential to ensure justice and uphold the rule of law. Acts like sticker 

placement by banks or financing institutions also reflect a failure to uphold the 

principles of Good Corporate Governance (GCG), which emphasize integrity, 

responsibility, and legal compliance in financial operations. Violations of these 

principles not only cause personal losses to victims but also erode public trust in the 

banking industry as a whole (Tambing et al., 2023). 

From a legal standpoint, banks that act unilaterally and mistakenly must be held 

accountable. Bank liability can be examined from two perspectives: the fault-based 

principle (schuld) and strict liability. In other words, even without malicious intent, 

negligence in verification or procedural errors can give rise to legal obligations (Dias 

Putri, 2024). Victims have the right to seek compensation for both material and 

immaterial losses. The SM case reveals serious weaknesses in banks’ Standard Operating 
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Procedures (SOPs) related to debt collection. Carelessness in identifying debtors not only 

infringes upon individual rights but also opens the door to maladministration in the 

financial services sector (Putranto, 2025). Therefore, systemic reforms are needed, both 

internally within banks and externally through regulatory oversight. 

In resolving similar cases, victims have several legal options. First, through non-

litigation efforts such as a formal warning (somasi) or mediation. Second, through civil 

litigation to claim compensation. Third, through criminal reporting to impose legal 

sanctions. Each path has its own characteristics, but all aim to restore victims’ rights and 

uphold justice (Rifqi Hasbi, 2024). Additionally, mediation can be an effective alternative 

if both parties are willing to reach an amicable settlement. However, in cases like SM’s, 

where public defamation occurred and severely harmed an individual’s dignity, formal 

litigation becomes more relevant to provide deterrent effects and redress the damage 

caused. 

This research aims to thoroughly analyze the legal protection mechanisms available 

to those harmed by the placement of stickers by banks, particularly when such actions 

are misdirected. Article 40 of Law No. 10 of 1998, which amends Law No. 7 of 1992 on 

Banking, obligates banks to maintain the confidentiality of depositor identities and 

savings. Violations of this confidentiality, such as actions that create negative 

impressions or social stigma against individuals who are not debtors—such as erroneous 

sticker placement—can be classified as breaches of prudential principles and fiduciary 

relations that underlie the bank-public relationship (Ahmad et al., 2022). If it is proven 

that such actions cause harm to individuals with no credit relationship, the bank may be 

held civilly liable under Article 1365 of the Indonesian Civil Code regarding unlawful 

acts (Onrechtmatige Daad). 

Given the widespread practice of sticker placement by financial institutions in the 

context of lending, there is an urgent need for strengthened regulation and law 

enforcement to ensure that debt collection methods comply with principles of fairness 

and justice. Consumer protection in the financial services sector must be maximized to 

ensure legal certainty for the public in their dealings with banks. Arbitrary sticker 

placement not only reflects procedural negligence but also opens the door to violations 

of basic rights of individuals who have no legal ties to the debt. Therefore, a 

comprehensive legal review is needed to assess the extent of protection afforded to those 

harmed and the forms of liability imposed on banks for such procedural errors. Through 

this research, the author aims to analyze the legal protection available to victims of 

sticker placement by banks and examine the forms of liability banks bear when such 

actions are misdirected, in order to offer fair policy recommendations and uphold legal 

certainty in lending relationships. 

2.  Materials and Methods 

This study employs a normative legal research method with a prescriptive approach, 

aiming to provide legal arguments regarding the facts and legal events related to the act 

of placing stickers on the property of debtors by banks (Efendi & Ibrahim, 2018). The 

primary focus of this research is the analysis of legal norms as stipulated in legislation, 

legal doctrines, the principle of justice, and the principles of Good Corporate 

Governance (GCG) in banking practices. This research seeks to formulate a legal 

protection framework for parties who suffer losses and to propose policy 

recommendations to prevent violations of customer rights in debt collection practices by 

banks. 

Three approaches are used in this study: (1) Statute approach, to examine legal 

norms found in the Indonesian Civil Code (KUHPer), Law Number 8 of 1999 concerning 

Consumer Protection, Law Number 10 of 1998 concerning Banking, Law Number 11 of 

2008 concerning Electronic Information and Transactions as amended by Law Number 

19 of 2016, and the Financial Services Authority Regulation Number 22 of 2023 

concerning Consumer and Community Protection in the Financial Services Sector; (2) 

Case approach, to analyze concrete cases such as the case of SM in Ponorogo involving 
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sticker placement by a bank; and (3) Conceptual approach, to understand the concepts of 

consumer legal protection, the principle of civil liability, and GCG principles within the 

context of Indonesian law. 

The data used in this research is entirely secondary and obtained through literature 

study. The legal materials consist of: primary legal materials, namely legislation as 

mentioned above; secondary legal materials, including legal literature, scientific 

journals, previous research findings, and expert legal opinions; and tertiary legal 

materials, such as legal dictionaries, legal encyclopedias, and regulation directories used 

to clarify legal terms or concepts. All data were collected and classified based on their 

relevance to the legal issues under study (Nasution, 2008). 

Data analysis was carried out systematically by grouping legal materials according 

to the legal issues discussed and then analyzing them to determine the compatibility of 

the sticker placement practice with the principles of consumer protection law and 

justice. The analysis results present legal arguments regarding the bank’s liability for 

losses incurred by customers, whether through civil compensation mechanisms or the 

potential for criminal liability. Thus, this study is not only descriptive but also 

normative-prescriptive in nature, aiming to contribute to the development of a fair legal 

protection concept in the relationship between banks and customers in loan practices 

(Sonata, 2014). 

3. Results and Discussion 

3.1 Legal Protection for the Aggrieved Party in the Case of a Bank Affixing a Loan 

Defaulter Sticker 

The act of affixing a sticker or signboard by a bank on a debtor’s property, 

indicating that the asset is under the bank’s supervision or serves as collateral for a non-

performing loan, often leads to legal controversy. This practice is frequently carried out 

without due legal procedures, such as a court decision or formal verification of default. 

Legally, such actions can be classified as an unlawful act (onrechtmatige daad) as 

regulated in Article 1365 of the Indonesian Civil Code (KUHPerdata), which states that 

any unlawful act that causes harm to another person shall oblige the perpetrator to 

compensate for the damages. The elements of an unlawful act include an act, fault, 

harm, and causal relationship (Ahmad et al., 2022). Therefore, any action by a bank in 

affixing such stickers without a valid legal basis has the potential to give rise to a new 

legal dispute between debtor and creditor. 

A concrete case reinforcing this argument occurred at the East Kalimantan High 

Court, Case No. 60/Pdt/2014/PT.KT.SMDA. In this case, PT Bank Mandiri unilaterally 

affixed a warning statement to the debtor’s property, aiming to inform the public that 

the house was collateral for a defaulted loan. The panel of judges ruled that such action 

constituted an unlawful act (PMH) as it caused both material and immaterial damages to 

the debtor and their family. The immaterial damage was deemed significant due to 

defamation and psychological distress. The debtor sued the bank for compensation 

totaling IDR 700 million, consisting of IDR 200 million in material damages and IDR 500 

million in immaterial damages (Putusan Nomor. 60/PDT/2014/PT.KT.SMDA, 2014). 

This practice is often linked to the principle of publicity under Law No. 4 of 1996 on 

Mortgage Rights, which requires registration of mortgage rights for the knowledge of 

third parties. However, this principle cannot be broadly interpreted as permission for 

creditors to shame debtors publicly. Instead, the application of this principle must align 

with norms of propriety and fairness and may not violate one’s right to dignity and 

reputation. Therefore, the public shaming of debtors through signage without formal 

legal processes cannot be justified. 

The act of affixing a debt-defaulter sticker by a bank may trigger legal liability if 

done without a valid legal basis and proper procedure. It constitutes a breach of good 

faith in contractual relations and may be categorized as an unlawful act under Article 

1365 of the Civil Code. If the information displayed is unverified or if no actual default 

has occurred, the debtor is entitled to claim compensation for the resulting harm—both 
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material and immaterial—such as reputational damage, disturbance to peace of mind, 

and harmful social consequences. Hence, banks must exercise caution when 

implementing administrative measures that directly affect the civil rights of debtors 

(Natalia & Anzani, 2022). 

It is also important to note that this practice may result in cases of mistaken 

identity. As described in the background section, there are instances where third-party 

assets (not belonging to the debtor) are wrongfully labeled due to administrative errors 

or unverified data. This underscores the necessity of legal protection for parties who, de 

jure or de facto, have no outstanding obligations but are treated as defaulters (Ahmad et 

al., 2022). According to Articles 29 and 30 of Law No. 27 of 2022 on Personal Data 

Protection, banks, as data controllers, are legally obligated to ensure the accuracy and 

verification of personal data prior to its publication. If a sticker is affixed based on 

invalid or unverified data, the bank may face not only civil but also administrative and 

criminal liability for violating the rights of data subjects. 

Law No. 10 of 1998 on Banking also addresses the principle of bank secrecy in 

Article 40(1). Although this principle applies specifically to depositors, the protection of 

personal data and individual dignity remains relevant. Banks are still obligated to 

uphold the trust and integrity of their services for all clients—both depositors and 

borrowers. Publicly displaying credit information without a debtor’s consent may 

constitute a breach of professionalism and banking ethics, especially if the information is 

tendentious and causes social stigma. This view is echoed by Bank Indonesia and the 

Financial Services Authority (OJK) in various consumer protection regulations in digital 

financial services, emphasizing that the unauthorized dissemination of credit 

information violates digital business ethics and undermines public trust in the financial 

system (Ayunda & Sitorus, 2023). 

OJK Circular Letter No. 19/SEOJK.06/2023 concerning the Operation of Information 

Technology-Based Joint Financing Services (LPBBTI) stresses that debt collection 

methods must not be intimidating or publicly humiliating to debtors. Although this 

regulation targets fintech lending, the consumer protection principles it embodies are 

universal and may serve as ethical guidelines for formal financial institutions such as 

banks (Prayogo et al., 2024). Debt collection must be professional, gradual, and must not 

involve the disclosure of information that could humiliate the debtor. In other words, 

affixing "loan defaulter" signs qualifies as a violation of legally protected ethical 

collection standards. 

There have also been cases where customers who were not administratively in 

default—or had settled their debts but whose status was not updated in the bank’s 

system—became victims of sticker placement. Legal protection for such individuals 

must be firm, as there is no basis for a claim of default. Several legal aspects and 

principles relevant to the protection of customers include: (a) The right to data clarity 

and accuracy (Article 29 of Law No. 27/2022), and the right to correct data errors (Article 

30). (b) Confidentiality of personal consumer data, as stipulated in OJK Circular No. 

14/SEOJK.07/2014, which prohibits disclosure without written consent. (c) Protection of 

personal dignity and reputation (Article 5 of Law No. 27/2022), granting data subjects 

the right to know data processing purposes and the accountability of violators. (d) The 

right to compensation for violations of data processing (Article 12), including the right to 

seek legal remedy in court. (e) The prohibition of public shaming or defamation of 

consumers, as reaffirmed by OJK Circular No. 19/SEOJK.06/2023 and in universal 

financial ethics. 

Legal protection is further supported by Law No. 8 of 1999 on Consumer 

Protection. Articles 4 and 18 affirm that consumers have the right to fair and non-

discriminatory treatment, and that clauses releasing businesses from liability are 

prohibited (Shidarta, 2006). In the bank–debtor relationship, debtors are financial service 

consumers entitled to humane and procedural treatment. Arbitrary actions by banks 

without legal basis constitute a violation of consumer protection principles. 
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In terms of customer confidentiality, bank secrecy is a form of legal protection for a 

customer's personal data and dignity. Even in the case of debtors, banks must maintain 

confidentiality over aspects that are traditionally regarded as confidential in banking. 

Violations of bank secrecy not only harm reputations but may also be categorized as 

criminal acts under Article 322 of the Criminal Code (KUHP). Thus, legal protection for 

debtors encompasses not only civil but also criminal and administrative dimensions 

(Fitriani et al., 2024). 

Aggrieved debtors have several legal avenues to seek justice. First, they may file a 

civil lawsuit for an unlawful act under Article 1365 of the Civil Code, as illustrated in the 

aforementioned court ruling. Second, they may file a criminal complaint with the police 

for defamation or breach of official secrecy. Third, they may report the matter to OJK, 

which can impose administrative sanctions on banks violating the rules. These avenues 

may be pursued simultaneously or sequentially, depending on the debtor’s legal 

interests (Cahyo Setiono et al., 2022).  

Repressive measures alone are insufficient. Preventive legal protection is also 

essential to avoid future harmful practices of affixing debt stickers. According to the 

legal doctrines of Satjipto Rahardjo and Philipus M. Hadjon, ideal legal protection 

includes preventive actions such as guidance, supervision, and the establishment of 

strict internal regulations. Banks should clearly regulate in their SOPs that signage may 

only be affixed after proof of default and a court ruling. Likewise, OJK should take a 

more proactive role in ensuring banking practices stay within the bounds of consumer 

protection and human rights (Zen et al., 2024). 

Aligned with these doctrines, Mochammad Isnaeni’s theory of legal protection is 

also relevant. He divides legal protection into internal and external forms. Internal 

protection arises from agreements made by the parties, wherein contract clauses are 

designed to accommodate each party’s interests fairly (Isnaeni, 2016). In bank–debtor 

contractual relations, internal protection should ensure that debtors’ rights are not 

unilaterally violated, particularly concerning collection procedures and the publication 

of credit information. 

Meanwhile, external legal protection stems from legislation enacted by competent 

authorities to protect the weaker party in legal relations (Isnaeni, 2016). This protection 

is crucial to prevent arbitrary actions and imbalances of power between businesses and 

consumers, as emphasized in various regulations such as Law No. 8/1999 on Consumer 

Protection, Law No. 27/2022 on Personal Data Protection, and numerous OJK 

regulations. Therefore, internal and external legal protections must work in synergy to 

ensure justice and legal certainty for debtors harmed by the placement of debt-defaulter 

stickers by banks. 

Such actions can also damage the bank’s reputation as a financial institution. 

Violations of privacy and ethical collection practices not only diminish the bank’s 

credibility in the eyes of the public but also risk regulatory intervention and legal claims. 

Thus, banks must balance their right to collect with their duty to uphold the dignity and 

rights of customers. In the long run, banks that maintain professionalism and propriety 

are likely to enjoy greater customer loyalty. 

While banks have the right to collect and execute loan guarantees, such actions 

must not be conducted arbitrarily. Legal procedures must be followed, such as applying 

for execution through the court or via the State Asset Management and Auction Office 

(KPKNL). This requirement is laid out in Articles 14 and 20 of the Mortgage Law, which 

state that the execution of a mortgage must be based on an executorial title or court fiat. 

Affixing stickers outside these procedures constitutes overreach and may carry serious 

legal consequences (Prayogo et al., 2024). 

Legal protection for individuals harmed by the affixing of loan-defaulter stickers by 

banks is imperative in Indonesia’s legal system. Such practices violate civil and criminal 

norms, harm consumer rights, individual dignity, and financial professional ethics. 

Aggrieved debtors have full rights to seek compensation, pursue legal remedies, and 

request regulatory intervention. 



Legal Brief, 2025, Vol. 14, No.3 705 of 13 
 

 

This protection is also rooted in the principle of trust in the bank–customer 

relationship. As an agent of trust, banks must ensure that all administrative and 

technical actions—such as sticker placement—do not undermine the debtor’s sense of 

security. Breaching this trust can cause psychological impacts far greater than material 

loss. 

Therefore, regulatory reforms and strengthened oversight are necessary to prevent such 

intimidating practices and to preserve public trust in the banking system. Data 

confidentiality and customer verification are collective responsibilities of banks, 

regulators, and the public to prevent reputational and legal damages from 

mispublishing or leaking personal information. Mislabeling that causes psychological 

and social harm also erodes public confidence in the national banking system. 

 

3.2 Bank Liability for the Wrongful Placement of Debt Defaulter Stickers on Third 

Parties 

In banking practice, placing "debt defaulter" stickers or conspicuous signage on a 

debtor’s property is a method of debt collection frequently carried out unilaterally by 

banks or third parties (debt collectors). However, this practice often triggers legal 

controversy, especially when the sticker is placed on a property no longer legally 

connected to the bank. This raises a legal question regarding the bank’s liability if such 

actions are mistakenly targeted and result in material or immaterial losses. The main 

issue is the bank's legal responsibility when such actions cause harm to parties who are 

not debtors. This liability must be analyzed within the framework of civil law (Ayunda 

& Sitorus, 2023). 

Bank liability can be assessed under Article 1365 of the Indonesian Civil Code 

(KUHPerdata) on unlawful acts (Perbuatan Melawan Hukum/PMH) and Article 1367(3) 

of the same code, which regulates employer liability for acts committed by subordinates. 

According to the doctrine of vicarious liability, an employer (in this case, the bank) is 

responsible for any unlawful actions committed by its employees within the scope of 

their employment. If a bank employee or debt collector installs a sticker that damages 

someone’s reputation or targets the wrong party, the civil liability falls upon the bank as 

the principal. 

This liability is also relevant within the context of personal data protection. As data 

controllers, banks are legally obligated to safeguard the confidentiality and security of 

customer information, including credit status and asset ownership. When a bank 

publicly exposes customer data through stickers or signs—especially when directed at 

individuals who are no longer the rightful owners—it constitutes a breach of 

confidentiality and a potential data leak. This is reinforced by Law No. 27 of 2022 on 

Personal Data Protection, which states that unauthorized dissemination of personal data, 

even by internal employees, remains the legal responsibility of the institution (Dias 

Putri, 2024). Thus, banks that publicly shame individuals without a lawful basis are 

legally accountable not only civilly, but also administratively and potentially criminally 

if found negligent in implementing internal control systems. 

This was evident in Decision No. 72/Pdt.G/2009/PN.Dpk, involving PT Bank 

Tabungan Negara (BTN), where the bank placed a sticker on a house inherited by the 

heirs of a deceased debtor. The house had already been released from its collateral status 

and transferred to the heirs. The court ruled that the sticker placement constituted an 

unlawful act (PMH), lacking legal justification and causing reputational harm and 

immaterial losses. The judge found that the bank's actions defamed the family, caused 

shame, and violated the principle of prudence in debt collection. The court emphasized 

that banks cannot evade responsibility for actions taken by their agents or third parties if 

done within the course of employment (Putusan Nomor 5/Pdt.G/2018/PN.Dpk, Pengadilan 

Negeri Depok, 30 Mei 2018., 2018). 

The Supreme Court reinforced this stance in Decision No. 643 PK/Pdt/2015, 

rejecting the bank’s petition for judicial review. The Court emphasized that personal 

reputation and dignity are constitutionally protected rights that cannot be infringed 
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upon, even in cases of debtor default. The sticker placement was deemed unjustified and 

in violation of prudential principles, reinforcing bank liability under Article 1367(3) of 

the Civil Code and the vicarious liability doctrine (Putusan Nomor : 643 PK/Pdt/2015, 

2016). 

A similar ruling was delivered in Decision No. 551/Pdt.G/2018/PN.Dps, in which a 

consumer protection organization sued PT Bank Mandiri Taspen. The bank was accused 

of using harmful standard clauses and involving third-party auction houses in coercive 

debt collection practices, including publicly shaming debtors through sticker 

placements. The court found that such practices violated Article 18(1) of Law No. 8 of 

1999 on Consumer Protection and breached the principle of fair treatment. This decision 

reaffirmed the scope of consumer protection to include non-violent and dignity-

respecting practices (Putusan Nomor : 551/Pdt.G/2018/PN Dps, 2018). 

These cases offer concrete precedents and emphasize that sticker placements 

constitute unlawful acts. They also highlight that institutions such as banks remain liable 

for the actions of their employees or appointed third parties if such actions fall within 

the scope of their duties. Article 1367(3) of the Civil Code remains relevant here, as legal 

responsibility does not only arise from direct actions of the institution's leaders but also 

from systemic failures in oversight and control. 

The Supreme Court’s decision in No. 643 PK/Pdt/2015 reflects judicial recognition 

of constitutional rights to dignity, reputation, and a sense of security as part of civil 

rights that cannot be overridden by debt default. It underscores the balance between 

rights and obligations, where banks, as business actors, are still bound by prudential 

principles and not granted absolute power in executing debt collection. This aligns with 

the principle of due process of law, which rejects any form of unilateral punishment not 

based on court decisions. Hence, even if a credit agreement or power of attorney exists, 

banks are not permitted to resort to coercive or humiliating actions in public spaces 

(Putusan Nomor : 643 PK/Pdt/2015, 2016). 

This theoretical framework strengthens consumer protection against exploitative 

standard clauses and abuse of power by banks or partners such as auction houses. 

Courts affirm that not only the content of contracts but also their field implementation 

must be fair, proportionate, and respectful of human dignity. These rulings reflect the 

principles of the Consumer Protection Law and the Banking Law, emphasizing fair 

treatment of customers and good faith in contractual execution. Therefore, civil liability 

in practice is not only rooted in employment relationships but also in the structural and 

moral responsibility of corporations in upholding fundamental rights. 

In practice, banks as business entities are subject to prudential regulations, 

including those under the Banking Law and Financial Services Authority (OJK) 

regulations on financial consumer protection. The act of placing stickers without formal 

legal procedures violates prudential principles and good corporate governance. It also 

breaches the obligation to maintain customer confidentiality and fair treatment. Banks 

are therefore not only legally responsible but also ethically accountable for causing 

psychological distress and discomfort to the public (Kesuma et al., 2021). 

The bank’s liability is not solely based on the employment relationship but also due 

to negligence in internal supervision. Banks are obligated to ensure that all debt 

collection activities comply with legal procedures. If a bank fails to prevent or allows 

unlawful acts to be committed in its name, it may be sued for systemic negligence. This 

is supported by court decisions emphasizing structural, not just individual, 

responsibility. 

In terms of legal evidence, affected parties may file lawsuits based on Article 1365 

of the Civil Code or Article 18 of the Consumer Protection Law. Plaintiffs must prove the 

existence of an unlawful act, damages suffered, and a causal relationship. In cases such 

as those against BTN and Mandiri Taspen, judges have placed greater emphasis on 

immaterial damages, including shame, mental distress, and reputational harm—

underscoring the need for consumer protection beyond just material interests (Putusan 

Nomor : 551/Pdt.G/2018/PN Dps, 2018; Putusan Nomor : 72/PDT.G/2009/PN DPK, 2010).  
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From a restorative justice perspective, debt disputes should be resolved through 

persuasive rather than coercive methods. Legal options such as breach of contract 

lawsuits or mediation through arbitration bodies or the Consumer Dispute Settlement 

Agency (BPSK) are more appropriate. Placing stickers—especially on non-debtors—not 

only violates due process of law but also constitutes a form of social punishment that is 

inhumane. As such, legal responses from affected consumers, including lawsuits, formal 

warnings (somasi), and even criminal reports, are legitimate and justifiable. 

Banks must be held accountable for any unlawful act committed by employees or 

third parties representing the institution. The vicarious liability doctrine under Article 

1367(3) of the Civil Code provides a strong basis for such liability especially when 

actions are taken without court rulings or lawful execution procedures. Legal protection 

for victims of wrongful sticker placements is essential for upholding justice, ensuring 

legal certainty, and preserving human dignity in banking practices (Wildan et al., 2024). 

Moving forward, regulatory reforms are necessary to set clear boundaries and 

lawful mechanisms for debt collection. The Financial Services Authority (OJK) must 

enhance oversight of debt collector usage and limit coercive practices that harm 

consumers. The Supreme Court should also establish consistent jurisprudential 

guidelines to avoid disparities in rulings on similar cases. Strengthening complaint-

handling institutions and alternative dispute resolution mechanisms should be 

developed as fair non-litigation remedies (Fahrurrozi et al., 2020). 

It is vital that banks implement internal policies that restrict information access only 

to authorized personnel. Many cases arise due to weak internal controls, leading to 

unauthorized and repressive actions against consumers or former clients. Moreover, 

information risk management procedures have not been fully implemented by many 

banks in Indonesia, particularly local banks and small financing institutions that 

delegate debt collection to unsupervised third parties. These violations indicate a failure 

to internalize prudential principles in data management and operational decisions 

concerning debtors. Hence, the bank’s accountability system must go beyond 

administrative documentation and include robust operational risk control mechanisms 

(Wildan et al., 2024). 

Therefore, banks must adopt a holistic approach to prevent unlawful and non-

procedural actions. This includes strengthening data security, employee training, and 

establishing ethical standards for third-party agents. Regulations such as OJK 

Regulation No. 38/POJK.03/2016 on IT risk management and the Personal Data 

Protection Law provide a framework to reinforce customer protection against illegal 

practices. Going forward, any action taken against debtors—whether collateral 

execution or debt collection—must adhere strictly to the principles of due process of 

law, and not rely on intimidation or public humiliation that contradict legal norms. 

4. Conclusions 

The act of affixing a loan defaulter sticker by a bank without a valid legal basis can be 

classified as an unlawful act (onrechtmatige daad) under Article 1365 of the Indonesian 

Civil Code, particularly when carried out against the wrong party. Such a practice has 

the potential to violate the rights of the debtor, cause both material and immaterial 

damages, and undermine the principles of consumer protection, privacy, and 

constitutional rights. The bank bears civil, administrative, and even criminal liability 

whether the action is committed by internal staff or third parties acting on its behalf 

pursuant to the principle of vicarious liability under Article 1367 of the Civil Code. 

Therefore, any debt collection process must be conducted procedurally, fairly, and in full 

respect of human rights and operational ethics. 

To prevent similar violations, regulators such as the Financial Services Authority 

(OJK) and Bank Indonesia (BI) must formulate technical regulations that prohibit the 

labeling of debtors without due legal process and require financial institutions to revise 

their standard operating procedures (SOPs) based on the principles of justice, prudence, 

and personal data protection. Banks must also enforce strict data verification 
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procedures, provide complaint and recovery mechanisms, and prohibit any repressive 

actions that humiliate debtors. Furthermore, clearer legal guidelines and jurisprudence 

are needed to strengthen the position of victims in seeking justice, whether through 

litigation or alternative dispute resolution mechanisms. 
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