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Abstract
This study examined students’ perceptions towards a
hypothetical food honor system for making purchases
in an academic building on a college campus. The
authors took a grounded theory approach to this
study. The inquiry was guided by seven open-ended
questions concerning whether students prefer, would
use, and might be dishonest in their use of a food
honor system. Results indicate that the majority of
students were initially excited about the proposition of
a food honor system. However, students also
articulated many disadvantages and limitations of the
food honor system, such as possibility of theft.
Overall, there was a generally positive reaction to this
system based on its convenience and proposed
location.

Introduction
Dishonesty and deception are two common forms
of communication. They are everywhere,
including college campuses. College is considered
by most to be a “moral community”, or a place
where there is great emphasis put on honor and
honesty. However, academic misconduct, theft,
and interpersonal deceit are still prevalent at
college campuses. Over the last few years,
research on deception has grown in popularity. At
the center of the college campus is the
dichotomy of deceit and honor. Colleges as moral
communities strive to uphold moral tenants, with
some institutions going as far as making their
students swear to an honor code (Melendez,
1985). Moral communities perpetuate positive
moral emotions such as elevation and empathy.
Melendez found that people who abided by the
moral principles set out by honor codes found
there was something to gain. It is possible that
these positive aspects of moral integrity could
translate when applied to a food honor system.

Method

Results

Conclusions/Significance

I joined a research team that had collected data
on students’ thoughts and perceptions of food
honor systems. Students' attitudes were gauged
by their answers to a series of open-ended
response type questions:

A food honor system seems to be an appealing
idea to the average college student. The idea of
a quick convenient meal within an arm’s reach is
very appetizing. While there are obvious
downfalls to the honor system, they are easy to
overlook.

1.) What is your reaction or thoughts to a food
honor system in Reese Phifer?

However, these inevitable problems need to be
taken into account when planning out a food
honor system. Behind all of the support for food
honor systems, college students are likely to be
attracted to the idea that they can deceptively
get a free lunch. There are implications and
opportunities in our moral community to
exploring the use of this type of honor systems.

2.) What types of food/beverages would you like
to see if this food honor system is implemented?
3.) How often would you use this type of system
in comparison to a traditional food service system
such as that found in Lloyd Hall?
4.) What types of things may influence students'
honesty related to this honor system?
5.) What are ways that you think students might
engage in dishonesty when using the system?
6.) What are some advantages or benefits of this
type of honor system?
7.) What are some possible limitations of this
type of honor system?
We used a grounded theory approach to analyze
the data. First, we used a constant comparative
technique (Charmaz, 2000) to assign
participants’ answers into categories that arose
from the data. Any answers or data that could
not be categorized fell into the category of
“other”. Next, we combined any similar
categories using an axial coding technique
(Strauss & Corbin, 1998). The goal was to make
each category as mutually exclusive as possible.
Disagreements about the exclusivity of the codes
were resolved through discussion. I then created
a codebook after all of the thematic coding was
completed. The codebook contains the names of
the categories, a descriptive example of each
category, the frequency in which an answer fell
into each category, and the percentage of
answers that are contained in each category.

Question
1

Top	
  Answers	
  From	
  Survey
Codes
Percentage
Good
51%
Distrust	
  of	
  others
20.80%

2

Lunch	
  foods
Snack	
  Foods

34.10%
32.40%

3

Often
Less	
  Often

44.50%
35.70%

4

Surveillance(or	
  lack	
  of)
Financial	
  Reasons

40.00%
16.10%

5

6

7
Table 1

Theft
Not	
  Paying	
  Full	
  Amount

74.10%
18.70%

Convenience
Reduces	
  Workforce

40.60%
14.20%

Dishonesty
Financial	
  Loss

50%
8.80%

Future Directions
To expand this research, it would be beneficial to
collect data beyond one college at one
university. This would give us a better picture of
the support or dissent for food honor systems.
Our study acted as a good launching off point for
this type of research and serves to the college
some things to think about in planning a
prospective food honor system. A likely next
step before implementing an actual food honor
system might be to put a small-scale food honor
system in place that is monitored for theft to
determine if such a system could be profitable
and beneficial for a building campus.
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