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Abstract Endorsement of a “culture of honor” contributes to
the belief that family honor is tied to female obedience across
a variety of moral values. Violations of these moral values
may lead to aggression. Male participants in studies 1 and 3
filled out a measure of cultural honor and closeness to their
present wife or partner. Participants with high levels of both
closeness and honor were most aggressive toward a hypothetical moral violation. In study 2, we randomly assigned men to
bond or not with a female confederate who devalued his most
important moral value. Participants were then given the opportunity to aggress against her in a supposedly unrelated
study by choosing how much painful hot sauce she would
be forced to drink. Once again, high levels of closeness and
honor predicted the greatest levels of aggression. In sum, moral disagreements by women are met with increased aggression
within the culture of honor, the closer an honor-endorsing
male is to the woman.
Keywords Interpersonal closeness . Self-expansion . Culture
of honor . Honor-related violence
In 2012, Gul Meena, a 12-year-old girl from Pakistan, was in
an arranged marriage to an abusive husband who was four
times her age. After fleeing her abuser, Gul Meena’s brother—enraged by her decision to disobey a cultural convention—found her in Afghanistan and hit her 15 times with an
axe. Left for dead, she survived and has since found the
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courage to discuss her experience with honor-related violence
(Ross 2013). Examples of honor-related violence, such as this,
are not uncommon (Chesler 2009). At first blush, honorrelated violence against one’s kin seems to contradict evolutionary theory (e.g., Dawkins 2006). However, if honor and
conformity to cultural mores are perceived as vital to the inclusive fitness of the family, then the evolutionary motivations
behind these acts come into focus.
In evolutionary terms, harming a romantic partner or kin
creates dropped costs. However, such costs are smaller for
men than they are for women, given that women possess a
higher minimum burden of reproduction due to gestation and
lactation. This minimum burden is absent in men, leaving
them more likely to engage in violent acts against partners
and offspring (Daly and Wilson 1988). Further, because cultural evolution has shaped the landscape of adaptation (e.g.,
Sommers 2009), adhering to societal norms is important for
individual survival. To the degree that honor and reputation
are central to one’s culture, acquiring and retaining resources
require a good reputation. Thus, survival may depend on reputation (Sommers 2009). Men may therefore be willing to
engage in harmful behaviors against romantic partners or kin
as a signal to others demonstrating the seriousness with which
they take their reputation (Cohen and Nisbett, 1994; Henrich
2009). We argue that the closer two people are, the stronger
the instinctual drive one may have to lash out at the other for a
morality-related transgression. This assertion stems from the
fact that close relationships result in increased psychological
overlap between self and close other (Aron and Aron 1986). In
this way, the closer people are to their family or partner, the
more those people “represent” their self-concept. Thus, moral
transgressions would be especially hurtful and egregious
when committed by close others, and may have increased
relevance for one’s reputation. Thus, we argue that honorfocused men who feel that their reputation is being threatened
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by the actions of a close other will act aggressively toward that
person. Further, we argue that increases in closeness will increase the severity of this aggressive reaction.
In cultures emphasizing family honor, violence against
women is often perceived as socially acceptable, and even
expected, in response to perceived disobedience or sexual
impurity (Sev’er and Yurdakul 2001). Although “honor” assumes different forms across the world (Leung and Cohen
2011), female chastity and obedience are commonly emphasized (Vandello and Cohen 2003). Among cultures of honor,
female disobedience or sexual impurity are perceived as harmful to a family’s reputation, the manhood of male relatives, as
well as the honor and manhood of her husband (Cohen et al.
1996). For example, Vandello and Cohen (2003) found that
men in a culture of honor, whose partners were unfaithful,
were perceived as “less of a man” and could regain some lost
manhood by acting aggressively toward her. Moreover, the
woman was perceived by others as regaining some of her lost
honor by accepting this abuse. Unlike most other types of
domestic violence or crimes of passion, honor-regaining acts
of violence are commonly premeditated (Sev’er and Yurdakul
2001). However, to date, research has not examined how
closeness may moderate reactions to moral violations, especially against the backdrop of honor-related violence.
It may seem reasonable that interpersonal closeness to a
female family member would be a protective factor against
aggression. However, evolutionary research suggests that
moral violations committed by women disproportionately affect the perceived honor of those to whom she is closest, thus
giving them the most motivation to aggress against her (Daly
et al. 1982). This is especially true if the woman engages in
betrayal, such as infidelity, against a man (Daly and Wilson
1988). Buss and Duntley (2006) also argue that aggression
evolved to solve a set of adaptive problems that have yet to
be completely understood. Thus, close-other aggression may
help solve an adaptive problem of morality-based group conflict by forcing uniform thinking when it comes to morality.
According to Haidt (2008), morality binds communities
together in the service of common goals. However, these same
moral foundations can blind individuals to the harm they may
do in the service of these moral foundations (Graham et al.
2009). Further, having a community agree on a set of guiding
principles pertaining to moral foundations means that disobedience can cause a loss of honor (Nisbett 1993). Thus, when a
close other engages in behaviors (or even expresses thoughts)
that threaten family honor, aggression is a way to maintain
status or mitigate loss of honor (Nisbett 1993). In this way,
within cultures of honor, maintaining societal status can be
more central to evolutionary goals than the well-being of an
individual within a close-knit group.
Evidence that closeness predicts increased aggression also
comes from research demonstrating that an increase in oxytocin (a bonding hormone) is associated with increased anxiety

and less forgiveness following a relational transgression
(Tabak et al. 2011). Self-esteem is another factor in predicting
aggression toward romantic partners (e.g., Anderson 2002).
Buss and Duntley (2006) point out that disadvantaged heterosexual men, who often have low self-esteem, are more likely
to aggress against a romantic partner in an attempt to keep her
faithful. Although research is mixed as to the role that selfesteem plays in aggression in general (cf. Baumeister et al.
1996), in the case of honor and morality, low self-esteem
may leave men even more vulnerable to reputational threats
when compared with those high in self-esteem (Salmivalli
2001).
In sum, perceived needs to maintain family honor provokes
aggression in some situations (Cohen et al. 1996). For those
high in perceived cultural honor, female obedience and chastity are critical features in maintaining family honor (Sev’er
and Yurdakul 2001). Further, when an honor-related violation
occurs, violence is often used to restore social status of the
family (Nisbett 1993). As Buss and Duntley (2006) point out,
we have yet to explore the full variety of adaptive dilemmas
that may provoke honor-related aggression. Given that morality is binding and blinding to a community, perceived disagreements with respect to morality may evoke aggression
in close-others. Further, no research has examined (especially
experimentally) the role of closeness on honor-related violence in response to moral violations. Therefore, the present
studies examined whether even temporary bonding (known to
cause self-other overlap; see Aron et al. 1992; Aron 2003;
Aron et al. 1997) will increase honor-related aggression.
Specifically, we predict that interpersonal closeness will increase aggression among honor-endorsing men from a culture
of honor.

Study 1—Exploring Self-Reported Aggression
Methods
Participants
As an initial investigation into this question, a classroom convenience sample of 202 adult men (18 or older) was collected
from a large southwestern university (M age = 29.05,
SD = 15.04; 83 % identified as Hispanic or Latino, 7 % identified as White, Caucasian or of European Decent, 10 % identified as other ethnicities). The study was restricted to men
because incidents of honor-related violence have primarily
been perpetrated by men. Participants were told that they
would be answering questions about their current romantic
relationship or a hypothetical future spouse if they were not
romantically involved. Of the 202 men, only the 92 who indicated that they were in committed relationships were included in the analyses.
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Measures
Honor We assessed individual endorsement of honor using
the revenge subscale of the Culture of Honor Scale (COHS;
Figueredo et al. 2004). We focused on the revenge subscale
because it was most directly related to aggression. The COHS
asks participants to read a series of scenarios involving two
individuals: “John” and “Mary.” In all scenarios, John or
Mary were harmed or insulted by someone and either reacted
aggressively or not. Participants then responded to these 16
brief scenarios, indicating their level of agreement with John’s
or Mary’s reaction. High scores indicated high levels of individual sense of revenge-based honor. The COHS is scored on
a Likert scale ranging from −3 (did much more than he/she
should have) to +3 (did much less than he/she should have).
The items were then averaged into a composite with acceptable internal consistency (Mean = −1.04, SD = 0.89, α = .76).
Interpersonal Closeness In order to assess closeness to one’s
spouse, the Inclusion of Other in the Self Scale (IOSS; Aron
et al. 1992) was used. The IOSS is a single-item indicator of
closeness that uses seven pictures of overlapping circles to
indicate how close one feels to a partner. For the present study,
the circles were labeled 1 to 7 (Mean = 5.47, SD = 1.73) ranging from least overlapping (1 = low closeness) to most overlapping (7 = high closeness).
Self-esteem In order to control for self-esteem, we used the
first five items from Rosenberg’s self-esteem inventory
(Rosenberg 1965). Although previous research has suggested
that even one item is sufficient to assess self-esteem (Robins
et al. 2001), five items were used to compute internal consistency, which was acceptable (α = .79).
Design and Procedure
After filling out initial questionnaires, participants were asked
to rank order ten moral values from 1 (most important) to 10
(least important): respecting authority, being loyal to loved
ones, doing no harm to others, chastity (being sexually pure),
being fair to others, helping others especially the poor, being
faithful and devote to one’s religion, being strong/tough in
character, “turning the other cheek” when attacked, spreading good will to others.
Participants were then given the following instructions:
“Think about your current (or future) wife. Imagine 1 day
you find out that she violated the moral value you listed
ABOVE AS NUMBER 1, with her behavior. Please indicate
how you would react below.” Participants were asked how
likely they would be to engage in each behavior below on a
scale of 1 (Not at all LIKELY) to 5 (Extremely LIKELY): hit
her, threaten her, insult/scream at her, never speak to her
again, kick her out, divorce her, give her love, and tell her

family. The latter two items were included to obfuscate the
purpose of our survey.

Results and Discussion
Because the present study is focused on overt and direct aggression, the following items were used to assess aggression:
hit her, divorce her, kick her out, insult her, and never speak to
her again (Mean = 1.86, SD = 0.79, α = .73), Threaten her was
not used because its inclusion lowered the alpha reliability of
the composite score. It was also necessary to control for the
type of value participants endorsed. Specifically, individuals
who endorsed a value such as doing no harm are less likely to
be aggressive in response to its violation than are individuals
who endorsed a value such as loyalty. Further, these values
may interact with personal honor endorsement such that individuals, who are highly focused on values such as loyalty and
high in personal honor endorsement, may be especially aggressive. To assess this, an indicator variable, “value type”
was created (−1 = endorsing “doing no harm to others,” “turning the other cheek,” helping others,” or “spreading good
will;” 1 = endorsing “being strong/tough in character,” “being
faithful and devote to one’s religion,” “respecting Authority,”
“being loyal to loved ones,” “chastity,” or “being fair to
others”). “Value type” and its interaction with honor were
controlled in all analyses.
The intercorrelations among honor, value type, and closeness were all small and non-significant (ps > .345). Variables
were standardized and included in a two-step hierarchical linear regression. Step 1 included self-esteem, relationship length
(in months), value type, honor, and closeness. Step 2 included
honor × closeness and honor × value type interactions in Step
2. Self-esteem had no contribution to the model (β ¼ 0:004,
p ¼ :983; 95%CI ¼  0:39; 0:40 ) and was not central to our
primary focus pertaining to closeness and honor, thus selfesteem was dropped from the regression and will not be
discussed further.
A final two-step hierarchical linear regression (see Table 1
for all regression results) included value type, honor, relationship length, and closeness in Step 1, and honor × closeness and
honor × value type interactions in Step 2. The R2 for the first
step was .07, and for the full model, it was .11. However,
neither Step 1 nor Step 2 was significant overall (F < 1.80,
p > .10). Further, none of the variables were significant in
Step 1: Honor (β ¼ 0:002; 95%CI ¼ 0:20; 0:20; p ¼ :98
2 ) closeness (β ¼ 0:08, 95%CI ¼ 0:14; 0:30; p ¼ :736 ),
value type (β ¼ 0:10; 95%CI ¼ 0:07; 0:18; p ¼ :896Þ, although relationship length was marginal (β ¼ 0:21;
95%CI ¼ 0:43; 0:002; p ¼ :052Þ. Further, there was no
significant interaction (β ¼ 0:11; 95%CI ¼ 0:13; 0:34; p
¼ :367 ) between value type and honor. However, as predicted, there was a marginally significant interaction between

Evolutionary Psychological Science
Table 1

Regressions predicting aggression across three studies
β

SE

95 %CI

p

Honor

−.01

.11

−0.2, 0.20

.914

Closeness
Rel. length

.12
−.20

.11
.07

−0.10, 0.33
−0.42, 0.02

.294
.070

Value type
Honor × value

.08
.11

Honor × closeness
Study 2 (n = 82)
Honor

.23a

.11
.12
.12

−0.05, 0.21
−0.13, 0.34
−0.002, 0.47

.205
.367
.052

−.07

.69

−1.43, 1.30

.921

Bonding
Value type

.09
.23

.12
.43

−0.16, 0.32
−0.62, 1.08

.483
.590

Honor × value

.39

Honor × bonding
Study 3 (n = 87)
Honor
Closeness
Value type

.24a

.67
.12

−0.95. 1.72
.01, 0.47

.566
.045

.36a
−.21
−.19

.12
.12
.13

0.13, 0.60
−0.45, 0.03
−0.44, 0.06

.003
.080
.135

Honor × value

−.18

Honor × closeness

.29a

.11
.13

−0.44, 0.08
0.07, 0.51

.166
.011

Independent variable
Study 1 (n = 92)

a

Fig. 1 Study 1 individual honor × closeness interaction

p < .052. Reported results are for step 2 of all regressions

honor and closeness (β ¼ 0:22; 95%CI ¼ 0:002; 0:47; p
¼ :052 ) such that high scores on both variables predicted
highest levels of aggression. Figure 1 shows this interaction
at one standard deviation above and below the mean.
However, the results of a simple slopes analysis indicated that
individual honor was not significantly associated with aggression at either one SD above the mean of closeness (B ¼ :24,
p ¼ :103 ) or at one SD below the mean of closeness
(B ¼ :21, p ¼ :223 ).
Though non-significant overall, the results of study 1 were
useful in demonstrating how central interpersonal closeness
was to predicting honor-based aggression. Relationship length
was marginally significant in predicting aggression and that
honor and closeness were only marginally significant when
interacting with each other. It may stand to reason that the
degree of closeness between two people may be more central
in predicting honor-based aggression following a moral violation than originally thought. Thus, a subsequent laboratory
study was conducted to more formally explore the relationship
of interpersonal closeness in predicting honor-based aggression. The goals of the second study were to remove the extraneous noise of a convenience classroom sample, remove unnecessary predictors (namely self-esteem and relationship
length), directly assess the impact of interpersonal closeness
by manipulating it in a controlled laboratory setting, and introduce a behavioral measure of aggression (see Baumeister
et al. 2007). In this follow up, the closeness that participants
felt toward a moral-violating other would be experimentally

manipulated, in order to more directly assess whether the mere
amount of time a person spends with another is indicative of
their likelihood to aggress or whether it is more important that
the person feels close to another (without necessarily having
to spend extended amounts of time with that person) is indicative of aggression.

Study 2—Laboratory Aggression
Method
Participants
A total of 93 male participants were recruited from a large
southwestern university for a laboratory study called
“Getting to know others” with a female confederate. Of these,
three participants were excluded from analysis: two refused to
participate in the experimental task and one knew the confederate. A total of eight participants reported being attracted to
men and were removed from analysis. However, note that
removing their data did not change the overall results. Thus,
the final sample was 82 men (M age ¼ 21:90, SD ¼ 6:45;
75 % Hispanic or Latino, 10 % Caucasian, 8 % Black, 7 %
Asian). Of these, 42 % indicated being in some committed
relationship, and 5 % indicated that they were married.
Participants were recruited from introductory psychology
courses and were compensated with course credit.
Primary Independent Variables
Honor Like in study 1, we used the revenge subscale of the
Culture of Honor Scale (COHS; Figueredo et al. 2004) to
assess individual sense of revenge-based honor. The internal
consistency was again acceptable (Mean = −1.27, SD = 0.85,
α = .85).
Bonding Task Participants would be exposed to either a highor low-bonding task with a female confederate. In the highbonding task, participants took turns answering increasingly
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personal questions, whereas participants in the low-bonding
task took turns reading a script from one of Shakespeare’s
lesser-known plays (A Winter’s Tale). This task was modeled
closely after bonding tasks that have been previously shown to
induce romantic attraction (see Aron 2003; Aron et al. 1997).
Originally, the control task was going to consist of participants
answering non-personal questions, however, Dr. Aron recommended taking turns reading from a script instead because
answering non-personal questions still somewhat increases
interpersonal closeness (Arthur Aron, November 16, 2012;
personal communication). For the high-bonding task, the confederates scripted answers to the bonding questions themselves and their answers were piloted, modified, and rehearsed
several times so as to appear fluid, spontaneous, and friendly.
The study was launched only after the confederate demonstrated that she had memorized her answers and could repeat
them verbatim for each participant. For the low-bonding task,
the confederate was instructed to appear generally friendly but
to avoid spontaneous personal questions or comments by the
participant back to the task.
Interpersonal Closeness The Inclusion of Other in the Self
Scale (IOSS; Aron et al. 1992) was also included in this experiment, except it served as a manipulation check for the
bonding task.
Value Type We coded participant’s self-reported most important value in an identical fashion to study 1.
Dependent Variable
Aggression We used a proxy measure of aggression by
having our participants administer hot sauce to the female
confederate after finding out that she strongly dislikes
spicy food products (Lieberman et al. 1999). Hot sauce
allows the participant to believe that they are causing
physical harm to the confederate without them actually
being exposed to danger. Thus, the amount of hot sauce
the participant gives to the confederate was a rough estimate of aggression toward her. After participants filled a
4-oz paper cup with hot sauce, the cup was weighed using
an electronic scale (Mean weight = 6.93, SD = 11.20).
Participants that gave no hot sauce were coded as 1.75 g
(the weight in grams of the empty cup).
Procedure
Participants entered the lab and were greeted at the door by the
experimenter where they were told they would be participating with a partner (the confederate) who had already arrived.
Both the participant and the confederate were taken to a large
experimental room that was separated into two sections by
large opaque dividers separating the participant and

confederate. Participants and the confederate were initially
separated to fill out preexperimental measures (COHS and
demographics). After this, the pair was brought together for
the bonding task. To leave the experimenter blind to condition,
the participants were randomly handed one of eight sealed
envelopes evenly containing either a high- or a low-bonding
task. The bonding task ran exactly 15 min, after which the
participant and confederate were separated again and would
remain separated for the remainder of the study.
Once separated from the confederate, participants filled out
two copies of the survey of moral values: one pertaining to the
participant’s moral values and one pertaining to those of the
confederate. Participants were told that the purpose of the
experiment was to see if they could predict the confederate’s
moral values based on a 15-min interaction (the bonding task),
and they were told they would be sharing their values with the
confederate to see how well they did. These values were identical to study 1. The participants listed their personal values,
predicted the confederate’s, and then agreed to let these forms
be shared with the confederate. However, in all conditions, the
male participant was led to believe that the female participant’s values were the exact opposite of his. This represented
our moral violation.
Participants then engaged in the aggression task, which
they were told was a separate, unrelated study having to do
with taste preferences. Participants were asked to record their
taste preferences for various foods and drink products such as
fruit punch, coffee, hot sauce, and candy. Partners then
switched forms, and took note of their partner’s food preferences. In all conditions, participants were led to believe that
the confederate hates spicy food. The participants were then
told that one of them (the “chef”) was going to be tasked with
administering different foods to the other (the “taster”). In all
conditions, the experimenter then pseudo-randomly assigned
roles by asking the participant to draw a ballot from a bowl,
unaware that all the ballots read “chef.” The participant was
then given a set of 4-oz paper cups and was asked to fill them
with various food items for the confederate to ingest.
Participants started with fruit punch, then an extra spicy sample of hot sauce. The hot sauce was a specialty brand that was
rated over 350,000 Scoville units of heat (for reference, a
jalapeño pepper can range from 1500 to 4500 in heat).
Additionally, the hot sauce was diluted with white vinegar to
be exceptionally pungent. The participants were encouraged
to smell (but not taste) the hot sauce by wafting it toward their
nose to confirm that it would be painful to ingest before dispensing it into a cup for the confederate to drink. Participants
were again reminded that their partner would have to drink
whatever they put in the cup (although no hot sauce was actually ingested). The cup with the hot sauce was then weighed
as a behavioral measure of aggression. After participants were
done, they were fully debriefed and thanked for their
participation.
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Results and Discussion
Honor and value type were significantly correlated, r = .22,
p = .035, indicating that individuals high in honor were less
likely to endorse values that centered on spreading good will
or not harming others. Moreover, the manipulation check suggested that the bonding task was successful. Participants reported feeling closer to the confederate in the bonding condition (M ¼ 2:73, SD ¼ 1:01 ) than in the control condition
(M ¼ 1:74, SD ¼ 0:95 ) as measured by the IOSS (t ð81Þ
¼ 4:38, p < :001 ).
Regression Analyses
An identical regression model to study 1 was used for this
study, with the exclusion of relationship length. Thus, we examined the relationship that honor, value type, and closeness
had with aggression (as measured by hot sauce) using hierarchical linear regression in step 1 (R2 = .09, F = 2.29, p = .086).
Once again, in step 2 (R2 = .14, F = 2.27, p = .057), we included the interaction term of honor × closeness and honor × value
type. All variables were standardized prior to creating interaction terms. In step 1, there was a significant main effect for
individual honor (β = .27; 95 %CI = .04, 51; p = .023), but not
for the bonding manipulation (β = .10, 95 %CI = .14, 35;
p = .390) or value type (β = .03, 95 %CI = −.56, .75;
p = .770). There was no significant interaction between honor
and value type, (β = .39, 95 %CI = −.95, 1.71; p = .566), but as
predicted, there was a significant closeness × honor interaction
(β = .24, 95 %CI = .01, 47; p = .045). We graphed this interaction at one standard deviation above and below the mean (see
Fig. 2), which revealed that individuals high in individual
honor who also bonded with the confederate administered
the most hot sauce. This pattern suggested that high individual
honor coupled with interpersonal closeness (even when induced in the lab among strangers) increased aggression toward a confederate.

Fig. 2 Study 2 individual honor × bonding interaction

It should be noted that the participants’ relationship status
also interacted with honor (β ¼ :28; 95%CI ¼ :17; :38; p <
:01 ) and created a significant three-way interaction with honor and closeness (β ¼ :27, 95%CI ¼ :17; :37; p < :01 ).
However, the honor × condition interaction remained significant despite these other predictors (β ¼ :25, 95% CI ¼ :15; :
36; p < :01 ). The pattern of interactions suggests that being
in any kind of relationship further increased aggression toward
the confederate, which will be discussed in the “General
Discussion” section, but was of little theoretical consequence
to the interaction of interest. Finally, a post hoc power analysis
of this model revealed, with an adjusted observed effect size of
0.1133, an error probability of 0.05, and with a total sample
size of 90, this study had a .8027 probability of correctly
detecting a significant effect if one exists.
Studies 1 and 2 examined only participants from a COH
(Southwest Texas). It is important to determine whether these
results extend to individuals who are not from a COH. Further,
the assessment from studies 1 and 2 for individual honor was
focused on revenge. Thus, it is unclear whether these results
would generalize to other honor assessments. Study 3 was
therefore designed to address these limitations.

Study 3—MTurk Replication
Probing the Interaction
Method
Simple slopes analyses confirmed that individual honor was
significantly related to aggression in the bonding condition
(β ¼ :51, p ¼ :002 ) but not in the control condition
( β ¼ :08, p ¼ :533 ) . T o f u r t h e r e x a m i n e t h e
condition × honor interaction, we conducted a JohnsonNeyman examination using the SPSS macro “PROCESS”
(version 2.12; Hayes 2013). This technique assesses the magnitude by which a participant needed to espouse a COH to
significantly impact their level of aggression in the bond condition (Johnson and Fay 1950; Johnson and Neyman 1936). It
revealed that an individual honor score greater than 1.412
standard deviations above the mean was necessary to significantly increase aggression in the bonded group.

Participants
Participants were 280 men recruited from Amazon’s MTurk
(see Buhrmester et al. 2011; Paolacci et al. 2010) from the
USA and were compensated $0.25. Our study requested that
only men who are currently in relationships take our survey.
However, to ensure the veracity of our sample (men who are
in relationships), we included the following statement at the
end of the survey: “We understand that MTurk is an anonymous place to do tasks. We asked that only men in relationships partake in the survey, but we completely understand that
people may have taken the survey who didn't fit that
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description, and that is perfectly OK. Please be honest, we
will NOT reject your work, we just need to know for statistical
reasons, are you a man who is in a relationship?” Through
this procedure, we omitted 39 participants who were either not
in a relationship or were not a man. Although this procedure
cannot definitively rule out other types of individuals taking
our survey, it did seem to be effective in eliminating some. Of
the remaining participants, 87 indicated that they were from or
lived in a Southern State as defined by Cohen and Nisbett
(1994). We focused on these 87 participants (mean
age = 34.03, SD = 11.86; 75 % White, 11 % Black, 8 %
Latino/Hispanic 6 % Other).
Design, Measures, and Procedure
All procedures and measures were similar to study 1, with
minor differences. The first difference is that we used four
specific questions (on a 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly
agree Likert scale) to assess aggression: hit her, insult her,
punish her, never speak to her again. These items met the
threshold for internal consistency (α = .70). A second difference was the inclusion of the Honor Ideology Manhood Scale
(or HIM; Barnes et al. 2012a) to assess COH. This 16-item
scale has been used in previous research and has excellent
validity (Barnes et al. 2012b). This scale was internally consistent in the present sample (α = .91).

Fig. 3 Study 3 individual honor × bonding interaction

95 %CI = −.44, .08; p = .166). However, closeness (β = −.39;
95 %CI = −.54, −.25; p < .001) was significantly associated
w i t h d e c re a s e d a g g r e s s i o n , a n d h o n o r ( β = . 2 2 ;
95 %CI = −.06, .37; p = .007) was significantly associated with
increased aggression. Although there was no honor × value
type interaction (β = −.06 p = .518 95 %CI = −.23, .11), there
was a significant honor × closeness interaction (β = −.19
p = .029 95 %CI = −.35, −.02). Figure 4 shows that honorfocused individuals from non-southern states reported more
aggression the more distant they reported being with a partner.
Simple slopes analyses shows that honor is significantly associated with aggression at one standard deviation above the
mean on closeness (β = .24, p = .002), as well as one standard
deviation below the mean on closeness (β = .39, p < .001).

Results and Discussion
General Discussion
None of the independent variables (honor, closeness, and value type) were significantly correlated with each other
(−.20 ≤ r ≤ .04, all ps > .05). We then ran a hierarchical regression similar to studies 1 and 2. Honor, closeness, and value
type were entered in step 1 and the honor × closeness and
honor × value type interactions were entered in step 2. The
R2 for step 1 was .11 (F = 3.37 p = .022), and step 2 added
significant value R2 = .18 (F = 3.56, p = .033). There was no
significant main effect of closeness (β = −.21;
95 %CI = −.44, .02; p = .073) or value type (β = −.19;
95 %CI = −.44, .06; p = .14). However, the main effect of honor was significant (β = .37; 95 %CI = .13, .61; p = .003). With
respect to the interactions, value type × honor was not significant (β = −.18; 95 %CI = −.44, .08; p = .166); however,
honor × closeness was once again significant (β = .29;
95 %CI = .07, .51; p = .011). Figure 3 shows the pattern of
results. Simple slopes analyses show that honor is a significant
predictor of aggression at one standard deviation above the
mean on closeness (β = .30, p = .017), but not one standard
deviation below (β = .08, p = .539).
It should be noted that the non-southern sample (n = 152)
had a significant model (R2 = .22; F = 8.21 p < .001) as well.
Value type had no association with aggression (β = 0.01;

Overall, the findings support the idea that men from a COH
who endorse an individual sense of COH, react aggressively to
moral violations when interpersonally close to the woman committing the moral violation. Thus, engaging in moral violations,
or even merely disagreeing on critical moral values (as in study
2), evokes aggression among close others. Our findings are
congruent with previous research showing that those highly
identified with COH ideals are more likely to aggress against
a female relative over honor-related issues (Cohen et al. 1996).

Fig. 4 Study 3 individual honor × bonding interaction in a non-COH
sample
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However, adding to this literature is the idea that interpersonal closeness increases this aggression, whether that closeness is observed in existing relationships (studies 1 and 3) or
was experimentally induced (study 2). Thus, men who personally endorse high levels of honor will aggress against a
woman who does not share his personal moral values, significantly more so if he is close to this woman. However, as study
3 demonstrated, individuals must be from a region where the
COH is endorsed for these effects to emerge. Otherwise, distance from a partner seems to increase aggression from an
honor-endorsing man in response to a moral violation.
Interestingly, individuals who were in relationships already
were most aggressive toward the confederate in the bonding
condition. This finding was not predicted, but perhaps speaks
to the efficacy of self-other overlap that occurs during the
bonding task. It is critical to note that the female confederate
in the present study did not explicitly engage in any moralviolating behaviors. Our confederate merely indicated that she
did not value the same moral domain(s) as the participant.
Further, it may seem somewhat dubious to argue that a stranger (the confederate) would have an impact on one’s selfperceived honor merely through the induction of a laboratory
bonding task. However, previous research has used this exact
task and found that bonded strangers do become more selflessly altruistic toward each other and these individuals did
report an expanded their self-concept (even if only slightly;
see Aron et al. 1992). Thus, to the degree that even a small
expansion of the self occurs during a bonding task (albeit
temporarily), it follows—and this study demonstrates—that
a threat to one’s sense of honor is possible from even a 15min bonding interaction.
Our participants for studies 1 and 2 were collected from a
region of the USA (Southwest Texas) that is high in honor
culture (Cohen and Nisbett 1994). Thus, these findings should
not generalize to non-honor-related areas (e.g., Maine).
Indeed, study 3 demonstrated that these processes are not the
same for those who do not live or come from honor-based
regions of the USA. In fact, study 3 suggests that, honorendorsing individuals outside of a COH exhibit a negative
association between closeness and aggression against a
moral-violating romantic partner. One strength of the present
research is that we sampled separate populations (students and
Mechanical Turk workers), which provides increased external
validity (Buhrmester et al. 2011; Paolacci et al. 2010). Further,
we argue that these findings would translate well to other
populations that endorse honor-based values (see Figueredo
et al. 2004).
In sum, these studies suggest that an individual sense of
honor contributes to aggression against perceived moral violations, and those aggressive acts are exacerbated by interpersonal closeness. These findings build on previous research
linking family honor and aggression and provide an additional
piece of the puzzle in understanding the baffling crimes

characterized by honor-related violence. Counterintuitively,
but aligned with the evolutionary literature, it appears that
the closer a high COH man is to a woman, the greater risk
she may have for being the victim of honor-related violence.
These findings further suggest that the men who commit these
crimes are not callous, but deeply connected with their belief
system and interpersonally close to the women who endure
these attacks. Further, morality appears to be a provoking
situation that may have been faced in ancestral times that
elicited close-other aggression.
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