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Who is more likely to be a cheating follower?
The role of thick black characters

Shu Shouli', Zhang Yu®
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Abstract: This study explores the relationship between thick black personality and “following cheating”, surveys 562 college
students, and finds that: (1) social loss plays a mediating role between cheating by others and cheating; (2) thick black
personality The relationship between cheating by others and social loss has a positive moderating effect; (3) Thick black
personality has no significant moderating effect on the relationship between social loss and cheating by oneself. The results
show that individuals with high levels of thick black personality experience higher social losses and are therefore more likely
to be “cheating followers” when others cheat.
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