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ABSTRACT
This study examined students’ percep ons towards a self‐service food
and drink transac on system that was being considered in an
academic building on a university campus. The inquiry was guided by
a research ques on concerning students’ percep ons of this type of
system built on customer honesty. Several research hypotheses
predicted that constructs such as integrity, social phobia, and gender
would play a role in whether students would be dishonest in their use
of this type of honor system that allowed customers to make their
own transac ons. Results reveal four major ﬁndings: 1) students felt
comfortable with the no on of a hypothe cal self‐service transac on
system, 2) men reported they were more likely to be dishonest than
women using a self‐service transac on system, 3) exis ng an social
behaviors among students served as signiﬁcant predictors of poten al
chea ng in this type of honor system, and 4) a third‐person eﬀect
emerged, showing that students were inclined to perceive other
students would be more likely to commit dishonest behaviors than
they would themselves if such a transac on system was implemented
for food transac ons.

Keywords: food honor system, college students, dishonesty,
decep on, third‐person eﬀect

INTRODUCTION
Dishonesty and decep on are a ubiquitous part of human
communica on – and as such this type of behavior is represented on
college and university campuses. Ins tu ons of higher educa on are
moral communi es that put a great deal of value in truth telling and
honesty. However, academic misconduct (Conway, Hard, & Moran,
2006), the (Allen, 1997), and student‐instructor decep on (Griﬃn,
Bolkan, & Goodboy, 2015) are examples of poten ally unethical
behaviors occurring on college campuses. Informa on and
communica on technologies may facilitate engagement in decep on
and ease of employing immoral acts; for example, in the classroom
context, cut and paste is a common plagiaris c behavior which is
rela vely easy for students to use (Bretag, 2015). Students also use
their various techniques to try to scam a endance systems, either by
using false excuses (lies) or through the use of technology (Kinoshita,
Niibori, & Kamada, 2018).
Academic dishonesty and chea ng are common to students. The
Interna onal Center for Academic Integrity reported on their website
that 68% of a sample of 71,000 undergraduate students surveyed
between 2002 and 2015 admi ed to chea ng on a wri en
assignment or test. However, acts of dishonesty on campus are not
limited to the work students submit for course grades or their
academic ac vity online. There are other contexts where students
must enact their own morals and abide by ethical principles. One such
example is food purchase systems that rely on customers to
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document their own transac ons via an honor system (self‐service
transac ons). This type of food store was proposed by the Dean of
the college where this study took place – thus, providing an ample
opportunity to examine dishonesty in an academic context outside of
standard chea ng and plagiarism prac ces.
College campuses are unique social se ngs because they uphold
truth‐telling and integrity to such an extent that many ins tu ons ask
their students to pledge to honor codes and abide by codes of
conduct. There are diﬀerent beneﬁts that may inﬂuence college
students towards honest behaviors. One example would be students
who abide by an honor code may reap the beneﬁts of un‐proctored
exams (O'Neill & Pfeiﬀer, 2008). The preserva on of moral
communi es, such as college campuses, can also increase the
prevalence of posi ve moral emo ons such as eleva on, gra tude,
and empathy. Eleva on has been studied as a posi ve moral emo on;
described as a warm or glowing feeling that is experienced by
individuals when viewing someone making a virtuous choice. It has
been found to prompt people to help others (Haidt, 2000).
Opportuni es for learning about and prac cing ethical behavior and
facing diﬃcult decisions are beneﬁcial for college students. Some
college campuses have enacted mandatory ethics courses for all
students, and have found that the experience increases students’
comfort in dealing with ethical issues (Polczynski, Rozmus, & Carlin,
2019). College provides students with many contexts that allow them
to prac ce making diﬃcult decisions and develop personal ethical
codes. One such situa on that seems to ac vate one’s propensity to
engage in honest (or dishonest) behaviors are self‐service technology
transac ons systems (Meuter, Ostrom, Bitner, & Roundtree, 2003)
that rely on one’s own trust to enact monetary transac ons. Such
food stores that are located on college campuses not only provide
direct and obvious beneﬁts (savings due to not paying employees or
easy access to food items not otherwise available), but also provide a
space for students to engage in experiences that involve ethical and
moral choices.
Honor Systems
Honor systems and honor codes func on as moral guidelines. Honor
codes dictate or prescribe certain behaviors that are not allowed in
par cular contexts/se ngs (Tatum & Schwartz, 2017). Honor systems
in the context of transac onal purchases are generally thought of as
systems where an exchange is made, but where there is no
surveillance or a person to enforce the honest exchange of money for
some service (e.g., a newspaper stand with no a endant;
Brudermann, Bartel, Fenzl, & Bauer, 2015). In academic se ngs,
honor systems can be somewhat ineﬀec ve in that students tend not
to report the dishonest behaviors of others (Mathews, 1999).
However, McCabe, Trevino, and Bu erﬁeld (2001) found that
students were more apt to report peer chea ng when their school
has an honor code and the code reinforces students’ responsibility to
peer report. Other research has found, however, that the social
Page |25

pressure of being ridiculed for repor ng dishonesty or the was
shown to be stronger than the desire to uphold personal integrity
(Trevino, 1993).
The lack of literature on self‐service food transac on honor systems
on college campuses and the proposed idea for an actual food honor
system in our academic building led to the explora on of this study’s
guiding research ques on: What are students’ percep ons towards a
hypothe cal food honor system? The study was conducted to
inves gate students’ percep ons toward a self‐service food
transac on honor system which was proposed as a solu on to the
lack of food resources in a speciﬁc academic building on campus. The
inquiry was guided by an interest in establishing whether students felt
this type of honor system would work, but also to extend previous
research on student decep on and dishonesty. This study explored
several main factors that may exert inﬂuences on students’ opinion
and behaviors regarding a food transac on system that relies on
honor and trust in an academic environment.
Honesty and integrity may not simply be things that people do, but
these concepts may also be inﬂuenced by personality traits and
personal disposi ons. For example, people who are higher in
extraversion and neuro cism have been found to be more likely to
cheat on tests, while people who are higher in conscien ousness and
agreeableness were less likely to cheat or deceive (Aslam, 2011).
External factors such as parental income during childhood and
adolescence have also been shown to be a predictor of delinquency
and dishonesty. The higher income a family has, the less likely the
child behaves in a delinquent manner (Mercer, 2015). An social
behavior in adolescents could also be a predictor of delinquency and
dishonesty later in life. Pajer (2014) found that an social behavior
during adolescence increases the likelihood of future criminal
behavior. Based on these types of ﬁndings and the no on that a
person’s predisposi ons and personality traits may inﬂuence their
(ethical) behaviors surrounding a self‐service food honor transac on
system, we developed the following research hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1: An social tendencies will be posi vely related
with the likelihood of dishonesty in a self‐service food honor
transac on system.
Social Anxiety
Social anxiety impacts mul ple aspects of people’s lives. For example,
people who struggle with social anxiety o en ﬁnd it challenging to
form and develop rela onships. Social phobias, like agoraphobia (the
fear of places or situa ons that might cause embarrassment), usually
manifest themselves in adolescence and go untreated, despite
evidence of social impairment (Magee, 1996). Social phobias are
characterized by high levels of fear of authority ﬁgures, talking to
strangers, and (maybe most importantly to our study) doing things
while strangers are watching (Connor, 2000). Because a self‐service
transac onal food honor system is related to making decisions and
exchanges in public, and because of the poten al to be thought of as
decep ve person (a nega ve characteris c), we proposed a second
hypothesis:
Hypothesis 2: Higher levels of social anxiety will be nega vely
related to the use of a self‐service transac onal food honor
system.
Sex Diﬀerences in Dishonesty
The sex of a person could also contribute to whether they would
report dishonest behavior. Studies have found that men are more
likely than women to engage in dishonest behaviors such as chea ng
(Storch, 2001). Also, the frequency in which men use the Internet to
plagiarize is almost the same as the frequency in which they use more
tradi onal methods of plagiarism (Dreber & Johannesson, 2008).
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Furthermore, Dreber and Johannesson (2008) conducted an
experiment pertaining to whether individuals would lie to keep more
money. While some prior research suggests that women are more
likely to lie than men, (De Paulo et al., 1996; Tyler et al., 2006), Dreber
and Johannesson found when the poten al for a monetary gain is at
stake, “women are more altruis c, more risk averse and less
compe ve than men” (Dreber & Johannesson, 2008; p. 198).
Therefore, guided by the research ﬁndings on sex diﬀerences in
chea ng behavior we proposed the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 3: Compared to women, men will believe they are
more likely to be dishonest in a self‐service transac onal food
honor system and thus will self‐report higher incidents of
dishonest behaviors.
Integrity
Youth who avoid acts of delinquency such as vandalism and the ,
have been found to score high in the categories of conformity and
honesty (Mercer, 2015). Moral equity and rela vism (the belief that
no point of view is the absolute truth) are also strong indicators of
high levels of personal integrity (Manly, 2013). Academic integrity, or
the aversion to chea ng or plagiarism (Cronan, Mullins, & Douglas,
2018), can also be a valid predictor of personal integrity outside of the
context of the classroom. Research in this context inspired the fourth
hypothesis of this study:
Hypothesis 4: Higher levels of integrity will be posi vely related
to reported use of honesty in a hypothe cal self‐service
transac onal food honor system.
Perspec ves and Biases on Views of Others
Research has found that onlookers may project personality traits onto
a person that is seen stealing or deceiving. In the context of food
purchase the s, thieves are seen as sneakier and less trustworthy in
general, but also are seen as having more self‐conﬁdence (Alley &
Kooi, 2015). Stealing food is a behavior that is not socially acceptable
and most people would not want to be labeled as a thief. People are
quick to associate nega ve, and internal (i.e., personality) a ributes
with stealing behaviors of others while maintaining ra onal and
external excuses for the same behaviors for themselves. This type of
bias is known as the a ribu on bias (Heider, 1958) or the
fundamental a ribu on error (Jones & Harris, 1967), or more recently
dubbed the correspondence bias (Gawronski, 2004). Also, the third
person eﬀect (Davison, 1983) has been found to create a distor on of
percep on in that people believe that others are more heavily
inﬂuenced by nega ve events or messages (than they are or would be
themselves). These phenomena are likely at play in the beliefs about
one’s own behavior toward a hypothe cal self‐service food honor
transac onal system. These theore cal frames helped to form the
basis of the ﬁnal hypothesis.
Hypothesis 5: Students will report that others would be more
likely to be dishonest when relying on a hypothe cal self‐service
food honor transac onal system.
Guided by the preceding research ques on and hypotheses we
analyzed students’ perspec ves about a proposed hypothe cal self‐
service food honor transac onal system, and gauged whether or not
they felt that they, as individuals, and the campus popula on at large
would be honest with such a system in place.
METHODS
Par cipants
The ins tu onal research board approved this research before any
data collec on occurred and all standard protocols for ethical
research were followed. Through the use of an anonymous paper
survey, a total of 181 undergraduate students were recruited from
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introductory‐level communica on courses. Course extra credit was
provided to student par cipants. One respondent did not provide
adequate informa on. Of the 180 usable responses, 119 were female
(66.11%) and 61 were male (33.89%). Also, 17 were freshmen
(9.44%), 60 were sophomores (33.33%), 68 were juniors (37.78%) and
33 were seniors (18.33%).
Procedures
With the permission of instructors, we distributed paper
ques onnaires during the ﬁrst 20 minutes of class me at a large
university in the southern United States. A er hearing a brief
explana on of a proposed self‐service food honor transac on system
in the building where the recruitment took place, students signed a
consent statement, par cipants then completed the ques onnaire.
The scales used in the study include an integrity scale, social phobia
symptom scale, and an an social behavior scale. We deleted items
that are not applicable to the current study.
Instrumenta on
To assess integrity, we used the Schlenker (2008) integrity scale,
which included 18 items and was measured on a ﬁve‐point Likert
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree), to 5 (strongly agree), with
higher scores indica ng strong endorsement of principled ethics.
According to Schlenker (2008), the scale seeks to measure “the
inherent value of principled conduct, the steadfast commitment to
principles despite tempta ons or costs, and the unwillingness to
ra onalize unprincipled behavior” (p. 1084‐1085).
Ques ons related to social phobia came from a scale with eight true/
false items. The social phobia symptom scale belongs to a subsec on
of the psychiatric diagnos c screening ques onnaire developed by
Zimmerman (2002). The social phobia symptom scale contains 15
items with eight of the items focused on situa on‐speciﬁc forms of
phobia symptoms.
The third sec on of the survey contained the Schlenker (2008)
an social behavior scale (e.g., lies, the , academic chea ng, chea ng
others, broke promises), consisted of ﬁve subscales of lying (14
items), stealing (15 items), academic chea ng (4 items), broken
promises (4 items), aggression (8 items), and inﬁdelity (1 item). In the
scale, a ﬁve‐point Likert answer choice was used for all the ques ons
with responses ranging from 1 (never), to 5(always), with higher
scores indica ng higher tendencies for an social behaviors. The items
of each scale and the Cronbach’s alphas have been summarized in
Table 1.
RESULTS
The guiding research ques on for this study set out to inves gate
students’ percep ons of a hypothe cal self‐service food honor
transac on system. Two measures were used to test students’
percep ons of the honor system: the extent of whether they felt
comfortable using a transac onal system for food purchases where
they were the only observer of their own honesty; and the degree to
which student’s would feel nervous relying on a self‐monitored honor
system for food purchases. The exact ques on on the ques onnaire
to measure comfort was: “I would be comfortable using an honor
system to make food purchases.” The mean of students’ response to
the extent of how comfortable using an honor system is 4.1 (M = 4.1 ±
0.64).Using a ﬁve‐point response choice, a 3.0 (midpoint) was used as
the cut point to compare par cipants ‘comfort toward using the
hypothe cal food honor system. A single‐sample t‐test was used to
compare the mean of students’ comfortable feeling to the neutral
mid‐point. A signiﬁcant diﬀerence was found (t(180) = 15.1, p<0.001).
The mean of students’ comfortable feeling of 4.1 (M = 4.1 ± 0.64) is
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signiﬁcantly greater than the midpoint. In other words, students
reported that they would feel comfortable using a hypothe cal food
honor system (Table 2).
Addi onally, the statement “par cipa ng in an honor system for food
purchases would make me nervous” was included on the survey to
inves gate whether par cipants would be nervous using this type of
transac onal system for food purchases. We employed a reverse
coding method to transform the data from this item. That is, the
higher the score on this item, the less nervous par cipants reported
they would feel. Again, relying on a 3.0 as a cut point (midpoint score)
to compare par cipants’ responses regarding nervousness a single‐
sample t‐test was conducted to compare the mean of students’
feelings to the neutral mid‐point. A signiﬁcant diﬀerence (t(180) = ‐
8.5, p<0.001) revealed that the mean of students’ nervous feelings of
3.75(M = 3.75 ± 1.18) was signiﬁcantly greater than that of the
midpoint showing students were not overly nervous. In other words,
students were not overly nervous with the idea of using a
hypothe cal food honor system.
Further, in order to explore the rela onships between students’
likelihood of engaging in dishonest ac vi es in the food honor system
and other reported an social behaviors, two linear regression
analyses were conducted. Students’ likelihood of engaging in
dishonest ac vi es in the food honor system was measured through
the item “How likely are you to engage in dishonesty when using a
food honor system?” Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 4 explored the
rela onship between students’ dishonest behaviors and the two
predictors: (a) an social behavior tendency and (b) integrity. In order
to detect any mul colinearity between these two predictors, the
variance inﬂa on factor (VIF) was tested. Based on the results, all
three factors’ VIF value is 1.2, which was close to 1.0, meaning that
these two factors are rela vely independent and no mul collireaity
was found among these two predictors (i.e., constructs).
The predictors were respondents’ self‐report on the extent of their
an social behavior and social anxiety and the outcome was their
percep on towards their predicted behaviors in a hypothe cal self‐
service food honor transac on system. The ﬁrst hypothesis predicted
that an social behaviors were posi vely associated with the
likelihood of dishonesty in a self‐monitored food purchases. Based on
the linear regression analysis, an social behavioral tendency was a
signiﬁcant predictor for students’ likelihood of engaging in dishonest
ac vi es in the food honor system(β = 0.86, t(0.154) = 4.53, p<0.001).
Therefore, students who were more likely to have exis ng an social
behavioral tendencies, were more likely to report engaging in
dishonest ac vi es when using the food honor system. This ﬁnding
supported the study’s ﬁrst hypothesis.
The second hypothesis predicted students with high levels of social
anxiety would be less likely to use a food honor system. Based on the
results, social phobia was not a signiﬁcant predictor for students’
likelihood of using a food honor system (β = 0.041, t(0.22)= 1.93,
p>0.05).Therefore, the second hypothesis was not supported (Table
3).
The third hypothesis focused on sex diﬀerences within dishonesty;
the predic on was that men, as compared to women, would engage
in more poten ally dishonest behaviors in a hypothe cal food honor
system. An independent sample t‐test explored this hypothesis, and
based on the results; men (M=1.99 ± 1.2) were more likely to engage
in dishonest ac vi es than women (M=1.50 ± 0.84,t(91.71) = 2.81, p<
0.05). Therefore, the third hypothesis is supported, and the data
revealed a sex diﬀerence in self‐reported behaviors associated with
dishonesty in the proposed hypothe cal food honor system ( Table 4).
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The fourth hypothesis examined the rela onship between integrity
and students’ likelihood of engaging in dishonest behavior in food
honor purchases. A linear regression inves gated this rela onship.
The predictor variable is students’ self reported integrity, and the
outcome variable was the likelihood of engaging in dishonest
ac vi es in the food honor system. The linear regression analysis
revealed that integrity served as a signiﬁcant predictor for students’
likelihood of engaging in dishonest ac vi es in the food honor system
(β = ‐0.29, t (0.15)= ‐1.83, p>0.05).This ﬁnding contradicted what was
an cipated and therefore, the fourth research hypothesis was not
supported (Table 3).
The last hypothesis examined the inﬂuence of inherent biases on the
perceived dishonest behavior of others with regard to their use of a
hypothe cal food honor system. Results showed a signiﬁcant
diﬀerence between students’ perspec ve toward themselves and
toward others in terms of using food honor system (t (360) =18.64,
p<0.001). The mean for students who reported that they would be
more likely to engage in dishonesty when using a food honor system

is 1.67 (M = 1.67 ± 0.99) while the mean for students who believe
others would be more likely to engage in dishonesty when using a
food honor system is 3.55 (M = 3.55 ± 0.92). In other words, students
tended to believe other people are likely to behave dishonestly when
using the food honor system, demonstra ng a bias in how they see
their poten al behaviors and those of others using the system. Thus,
hypothesis 5 was supported.
DISCUSSION
Academic dishonesty is a construct (Popham, 2017; Whitley & Keith‐
Spiegel, 2001) that describes the many academic behaviors that are
prohibited on college campuses. Recent research has found that
academic dishonesty may also include decep ve communica on that
involves interpersonal dynamics (Griﬃn et al., 2015). The current
study adds to the literature on dishonesty in the academic context in
a novel way because it explored students’ percep ons and
expecta ons of their own behavior and the ac ons of their peers in a
new context—a proposed self‐monitored food honor transac on
system located in an academic se ng. Answers to the research

Table 1: Scales and Reliabili es
Integrity Scales
(1 is the lowest
and 5 is the
highest)

Social Phobia
Symptom
Scales (15 is
the highest and
0 is the lowest)

Items
It is foolish to tell the truth when big proﬁts can be made by lying.
No ma er how much money one makes, life is unsa sfactory without a strong sense of duty and character.
Regardless of concerns about principles, in today’s world you have to be prac cal, adapt to opportuni es,
and do what is most advantageous for you.
Being inﬂexible and refusing to compromise are good if it means standing up for what is right.
The reason it is important to tell the truth is because of what others will do to you if you don’t, not because
of any issue of right and wrong.
The true test of character is a willingness to stand by one’s principles, no ma er what price one has to pay.
There are no principles worth dying for.
It is important to me to feel that I have not compromised my principles.
If one believes something is right, one must stand by it, even if it means losing friends or missing out on
proﬁtable opportuni es.
Compromising one’s principles is always wrong, regardless of the circumstances or the amount that can be
personally gained.
Universal ethical principles exist and should be applied under all circumstances, with no excep ons.
Lying is some mes necessary to accomplish important, worthwhile goals.
Integrity is more important than ﬁnancial gain.
It is important to fulﬁll one’s obliga ons at all mes, even when nobody will know if one doesn’t.
If done for the right reasons, even lying or chea ng are ok.
Some ac ons are wrong no ma er what the consequences or jus ﬁca on.
One’s principles should not be compromised regardless of the possible gain.
Some transgressions are wrong and cannot be legi mately jus ﬁed or defended regardless of how much
one tries.
Did you worry a lot about embarrassing yourself in front of others?
Did you worry a lot that you might do something to make people think that you were stupid or foolish?
Did you feel very nervous in situa ons where people might pay a en on to you?
Were you extremely nervous in social situa ons?
Did you regularly avoid any situa ons because you were afraid you’d do or say something to embarrass
yourself?
Did you worry a lot about doing or saying something to embarrass yourself in any of the following
situa ons?
Public speaking
Ea ng in front of other people
Using public restrooms
Wring in front of others
Saying something stupid when you were with a group of people
Asking a ques on when in a group of people
Business mee ngs
Par es or other social gatherings
Did you almost always get very anxious as soon as you were in any of the above situa ons?
Did you avoid any of the above situa ons because they made you feel anxious or fearful?
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Alpha
0.80

Mean
3.62

0.83

5.09
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Table 1: Scales and reliabili es (con nued)
Integrity Scales Items
An social
How o en have you lied in order to…?”
Behavioral
___1. Protect a friend’s feelings
Scales (1 is the
___2. Minimize conﬂict
lowest and 5 is
___3. Avoid embarrassing someone
___4. Impress friends
the highest)
___5. Impress an employer
___6. Avoid personal embarrassment
___7. Protect one’s reputa on
___8. Gain a ﬁnancial reward
___9. Gain a reward from an employer
___10. Avoid a ﬁnancial loss
___11. Avoid an undesired rela onship

Alpha
0.93

Mean
1.56

“ How o en have you stolen something from…?”
___ 1. An acquaintance
___ 2. A friend
___ 3. A family member
___ 4. A roman c partner
___ 5. An employer
___ 6. A stranger
___ 7. A store
“ How o en have you shopli ed or stolen something from a store…?”
___1. Because they treated customers unfairly
___2. To impress someone
___3. For the thrill of it
___4. To get something you wanted
“ How o en have you stolen something from another person (e.g., stranger, acquaintance, employer,
friend, family member, roman c partner)…?
___1. Because that person treated you unfairly
___2. To impress someone
___3. For the thrill of it
___4. To get something you wanted
Considering YOUR LAST SIX MONTHS WHILE IN COLLEGE, please answer each item by wri ng in your
response on the line next to each ques on, where
___1. Threw something at someone
___2. Teased someone in a hur ul way
___3. Insulted someone in a hur ul way
___4. Got in physical ﬁghts
___5. Physically a acked people (ini ated the a ack)
___6. Damaged or destroyed things belonging to others
___7. Threatened to hurt other people (ini ated the threats)
___8. Tried to frighten others
___9. Cheated on an exam in high school
___10. Cheated on a paper in high school
___11. Cheated on a paper in college
___12. Cheated a stranger
___13. Cheated a friend
___14. Was unfaithful to a roman c partner (i.e., inﬁdelity)
___15. Broke a promise to a roman c partner
___16. Broke a promise to a family member
___17. Broke a promise to a friend
___18. Broke a promise to an employer

ques on and examining the predic ons set out by the hypotheses in
this study began a valuable and interes ng discussion about the role
personality, experience, sex, and percep on/biases play in a poten al
food honor system.
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Our ﬁrst research ques on allowed us to ask whether students would
be comfortable using an self‐service food honor transac on system
for purchases – our ﬁndings show that they would. One concern
about a poten al honor system for food purchases could be that it
would make people uneasy and uncomfortable when making
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Table 2: Percep on and Feelings Toward using Hypothe cal Food Honor System
Cut point
M
N
Percep on
Feeling (nervous)

3.0
3.0

4.1
3.75

purchases because people naturally feel nervous under a surveillance
camera (Goold, 2003). Perhaps some individuals would feel
scru nized or this type of transac on system might induce feelings of
guilt because of the poten al for others to suspect the (Gill, 2005).
This did not seem to be the case in our sample– students reported
feeling comfortable with the idea of engaging in purchases that asks
them to rely on an honor system.
As predicted, the more an social behavioral tendencies students
possessed in their lives the more likely they would be to report they
would poten ally engage in dishonest ac vi es when using a food
honor transac on system. This study’s ﬁrst hypothesis predicted that
students with behaviors that previous research has categorized as
an social would correlate with dishonesty in a food based honor
system. Based on the current data from student responses and
sta s cal analyses this hypothesis was supported. People who steal,
and engage in other an social behaviors, break social conven ons
and because a food honor system operates on rules these same
people are more likely to report they would be less than honest in this
context (Giacalone, 1997; Qualls, 2014). People with an social
tendencies might be more likely to extend their behaviors to new
contexts that mirror the expecta ons their prior experiences dictated
from them.
The data from the students’ responses did not support the predic ons
of the second research hypothesis. Based on the results, social phobia
was not a signiﬁcant predictor for students’ likelihood of using a food
honor system. Based on prior research about social phobias we
predicted that students with these traits would be more likely to
avoid a food honor system that relied on them making their own
transac ons in a public space. We expected that the feeling of
projected guilt of the poten al to be accused of the would
discourage students high in social anxiety to avoid an honor system.
Instead, maybe those with high social phobia might be more likely to
use this type of system, because a er all – using a self‐service honor
system of this type means that students can avoid interac ng with a
food service worker or cashier who might otherwise raise their
anxiety or enact their phobias of communica ng with other people.
What is diﬃcult to understand from this study’s ﬁndings is that
integrity scores were not a signiﬁcant predictor for students’
likelihood of engaging in dishonest ac vi es in a food honor system.
The results from data analyses did not support the predic ons of the
fourth research hypothesis. Perhaps the contexts that were laid out in
other social contexts in the integrity scales did not resemble the
behaviors that students feel they would engage in during a self‐
service monetary transac on for food purchases. Using a food honor
system was a novel experience for most people and imagining one’s
behavior during a food purchase in an academic building may even be
more challenging. Future research should measure previous
experiences with stealing behaviors as a predictor of dishonesty in a
self‐service food honor system.

180
180

P value

15.1
‐8.5

0.001
0.001

Third person eﬀects are well‐documented phenomena (Rosenthal,
Detenber, & Rojas, 2018; Scanlon, & Neumann, 2002; Megehee, &
Spake, 2008). We predicted that students would see others as being
more dishonest and likely to cheat in an honor system. To examine
this, we asked students to rate the likelihood of their own behavior as
being dishonest and then asked them to think of their peers’ behavior
in this context. A comparison of group means allowed for a test of the
predic on that a bias would be ac ve in this scenario, and as
predicted our ﬁ h hypothesis was supported. Many studies have
demonstrated that others are o en seen as more irra onal and
driven by internal a ributes with the context is nega ve (as is the
case with stealing from a self‐service food honor transac onal
system).
Ethical perspec ves
Moral absolu sm was advocated by the philosopher Immanuel Kant;
he believed that one should not lie no ma er the situa on (Knapp,
McGlone, Griﬃn, & Earnest, 2016). Incorpora ng this perspec ve into
the current ﬁndings, most students conﬁrmed that they were unlikely
to cheat if using a self‐service food honor transac onal system
regardless of the circumstances, upholding their general ethical and
moral beliefs. However, the viewpoint of u litarianism, favors that
lying can be jus ﬁed if it leads to more good than harm. The
perspec ve of u litarianism is consistent with the “doctrine of
speciﬁcity” which prescribes that “honesty and dishonesty are not
uniﬁed traits but speciﬁc func ons of life situa ons, and the
consistency across situa ons is due to what those situa ons have in
common” (Knapp et al., 2016, p. 49). Applying this perspec ve to the
scenario of the current study, if a student were to steal food because
of hunger or lack of available money, then this student might jus fy
their behaviors and remove feelings of guilt or shame. There are
many nuances and situa ons that might inﬂuence percep ons of
honesty and the in a self‐service food honor system; future research
should consider the other constructs that might drive an cipated
dishonest behaviors in this context.
Limita ons and Future Research
We asked students in several classes in one college within a larger
university to self‐disclose their percep ons and beliefs regarding a
hypothe cal self‐service food honor transac on system. Using a
variety of students across the campus or across several universi es
would give us a be er picture of the sen ments and behaviors of
college students in general as it relates to the context of dishonesty.
Addi onally, constructs such as religiosity (Huelsman & Wasieleski,
2006) might play a signiﬁcant role in dishonesty in an honor system
and a loca on of a school or type of school (public vs. private) may
also drive the likelihood of students’ aﬃlia ons with certain religious
beliefs—and as a consequence behavior in a food honor transac on
system (Hudson & Pearson, 2018).
We also used scales to ask about students’ previous behaviors. We
then used scales to allow par cipants to predict future/hypothe cal

Table 3: Linear Regression Results
Predictors
Outcome
An social Behaviors
Likelihood of dishonesty
Social Phobia
Likelihood of using a food honor system
Integrity
Likelihood of engaging in dishonest ac vi es
The Journal of Foodservice Management & Education

Single‐sample t test

β
0.86
0.041
‐0.29

S.E.
0.40
0.021
0.15

Sig
0.000
0.055
0.064
Page |30

Table 4: Independent Samples t‐test Results
Men
Women
Self‐percep on
Others‐percep on

Dishonest ac vi es
Dishonest ac vi es

behaviors. Repor ng on actual past experiences may have been easier
for students than repor ng on future/hypothe cal behaviors. This
might be especially true for behaviors taking place in a novel context
that they may have never experienced. Also, we must remember that
there are social desirability eﬀects when people report on their
behavior (Jensen & Hurley, 2005). Par cipants may have been less
likely to be honest about their unethical and nega vely viewed
behaviors. Guilt, shame, or fear of repercussions for repor ng these
behaviors could have played a role in the results of this study.
Overall, the results revealed that students were interested in this type
of food purchase system and that while they perceived that others
would be more likely to cheat on this type of honor context – they
reported that their own behavior would be more honest. Moral
communi es such as a college campuses, are places where people
can prac ce ethics; a self‐service food honor transac on system,
should one be implemented, would allow college students to prac ce
and think about important parts of everyday life in a safe
environment with opportuni es for learning and reﬂec on. This
explora on extends what we know about honesty, integrity, and
decep on among students on college campuses. It allows us to
extend the idea that dishonesty on college campuses may include
behaviors beyond tradi onal constructs such as chea ng, plagiarism,
and interpersonal decep on (Griﬃn et al., 2015; Stearns, 2019).
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