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Abstract: The purpose of this quantitative comparative study was to investigate adherence to 
honor culture, which values personal reputation and defense of such, as well as traits of 
callousness among students in three different placements of high school English (advanced 
placement/college prep, general, and special education resource). Two existing instruments were 
combined into a single self-report survey designed to indicate adherence to each of the two traits 
among the groups of students in a rural and low-socioeconomic New England high school. 
Analysis of variance indicated that the groups did not differ significantly on measures of honor 
culture but did so on indicators of callousness. Implications for schools and future research needs 
and for the above outcomes in this population are discussed. 

Culture of honor is defined as a complex set of beliefs, attitudes, and norms about the 
importance of personal reputation (Gul et al., 2021).  In an honor culture, self-worth is socially 
conferred, precarious, and can be taken away (Uskul et al., 2014).  It is characterized by a non-
stigmatization of violence and a socialization process where children are taught honor-related 
norms of masculinity and femininity, including sudden bursts of aggression in response to insults 
(Gul et al., 2021). Generally, in groups with adherence to honor culture (AHC), girls are expected 
to be obedient, modest, and passive (Atoun, 1968) while boys are expected to be self-sufficient, 
‘tough,’ and even brash (Gul et. al., 2021).  This need to defend honor and jockey for status is most 
competitive in late adolescence and early adulthood as ‘marriageability’ becomes most important 
(Cohen, 1998).  

Callousness/unemotionality (CU) for the purposes of this study, refers to temperamental 
characteristics such as lack of empathy and remorse for actions that harm others. Such traits show 
up early in development (Frick et al., 2003; Pardini et al., 2003) and continue into adolescence, as 
shown among various clinical and juvenile justice samples (Brandt et al., 1997; Frick et al., 2000; 
Frick et al., 2003; Kruh et al., 2005) and may be a strong predictor of conduct issues (Essau et al., 
2006). Adolescents showing high levels of CU often gravitate toward behaviors aligned with honor 
culture, as aggressive acts of self-preservation and individual gain are justified by such values 
(Somech et al., 2009). Conversely, groups with high AHC could reinforce callous behaviors among 
members, thereby enhancing social status. In contrast, callous traits are undesirable in groups that 
consider the effect on others important to determining behavior (Somech & Elizur, 2006). 

Honor culture norms, such as displays of violence or boasts of physical superiority and 
manifestations of callousness (e.g., failing to demonstrate empathy with victims and not feeling 
the negative effects of their actions) do not fit with expectations at school. The need for students 
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to maintain perceived status leads to hyper-vigilance to slights or insults.  According to honor 
culture, an insult must be met with a display of aggression or violent attack which. This 
incongruence with social expectations of most secondary schools can result in behavior that leads 
to suspensions and other disciplinary actions in rural, high-poverty schools, especially for students 
with disabilities (McDaniel, 2023). For example, out of 124 suspensions at the target high school 
in the 2022-2023 school year, 78% involved a student receiving special education services as the 
offender (McDaniel, 2023). Not all suspensions were due to honor related behavior but is one 
contributing factor to students who need more instruction to address their academic and functional 
needs spending more time out of school. 

 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 
Foundational research on honor is largely ethnographic, focusing on various Middle 

Eastern and Mediterranean cultures (e.g., Abou-Zeid, 1965; Gregg, 2007; Uskul et al., 2014). This 
interest evolved into comparative investigations into AHC and implications on behavior in various 
cultures (Uskul et al., 2014).  

Some research indicates that honor is not a priority feature in everyday experiences for 
most Western societies, with the repeated exception of the Southern United States (Cohen et al., 
1996; Nisbett & Cohen, 1996; Uskul et al., 2019). Such interest in American examples of AHC 
focused on regional variations, typically comparing the South to the North or West regions (Gul 
et al., 2020; McCullough, 2018; Nisbett & Cohen, 1996).  

However, differences in AHC were seen in varying socio-economic statuses (SES) within 
the same area (Loftin, 1974; Somech & Elizur, 2009; Uskul et al, 2019). One theory of such 
contrast within communities relates to scarcity of resources and actual or perceived lack of 
presence or trust in law enforcement (Nisbett & Cohen, 1996; Schneider, 1971: Uskul et al. 2019). 
The association between low socio-economic status and adolescent problem behavior is well 
documented (Wadsworth & Achenbach, 2005). Kroneman et al. (2004) proposed that 
environmental factors in low-SES settings encourage learning and normalization of defiance and 
aggression, including rural areas with high poverty levels across the U.S. Such factors can intersect 
with disability to impact student experiences in schools. 

 
STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AND CHALLENGING BEHAVIOR 

Abundant research indicates that students in special education have higher need for 
behavior supports than students in the general population (Maggin et al., 2015; Sugai & Horner, 
2009). Because teacher preparation for special education varies not only by state, but also by 
number and rigor of requirements, many teachers do not receive adequate training to design and 
implement effective programming for all students (Rock et al., 2016).  

An established and comprehensive body of literature on effective interventions for 
challenging behavior in schools focuses on proactive approaches (Center on PBIS, 2021; Lee & 
Gage, 2018; Office of Special Education Programs, 2015; Pennington, 2017). However, schools 
may find it difficult to translate this research into concrete application, resulting in traditional 
reactive (e.g., office referrals, detention, in and out of school suspension; Quenemoen & Thurlow, 
2019; Williams, 2022) versus preventative interventions (e.g., increasing structure and 
engagement, explicit teaching of expectations, utilizing reinforcement for desired expectations; 
Center on PBIS, 2021; Office of Special Education Programs, 2015) 
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Exploring differences between students with disabilities and those in general and advanced 
placement settings becomes important in light of evidence that people of lower SES, a social group 
that may have higher adherence to honor culture and callousness traits (Loftin, 1974; Merkin & 
Shipp, 2023; Mills-Koonce et al., 2016; Somech & Elizur, 2009; Uskul et al, 2019), are also 
overrepresented in special education (Grindal et al., 2019; Park & Shin, 2020; Tefera & Fischman, 
2020). Furthermore, research suggests that such students with disabilities are removed from the 
general education setting or school altogether, at a higher rate than peers without disabilities 
(McDaniel, 2023; Tefera & Fischman, 2020; Williams, 2022). Therefore, prevalence of honor 
culture and callousness traits are especially crucial to examine in a mid to high poverty setting 
where the percentage of students receiving special education services is also higher than the 
national average. 

 
STATE EDUCATIONAL DEMOGRAPHICS 
 The New England state where the study took place had over half of the student population 
living in rural areas compared to 19% of students on average, nationwide (Center for Public 
Education, 2023). Of the 173,931 students in state public schools during the 2022-2023 school 
year, 36.79% were considered economically disadvantaged (eligible for free/reduced lunch). In 
the rural district where the study took place, 53.56% of students were eligible for free/reduced 
lunch, classifying it as mid to high poverty (National Center for Education Statistics, 2021a). 
Eighty-six point seven percent of students were white compared to the national average of 45% 
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2021b), but 19.22% were eligible for special education 
services compared to the national average of 13% (Schaeffer, 2023).  In this state, students 
identified under the Specific Learning Disability category made up the highest number of students 
receiving special education services at 28.99% along with Other Health Impairment – 23.86%, 
Speech or Language Impairment – 15.87%, Autism – 11.68%, and Emotional Disturbance – 
7.22%. 
 
SUMMARY 

There is ample literature on honor cultures in the Southern United States, the Middle East, 
and East Asia. No studies focusing specifically on New England were found. Furthermore, 
previous studies typically focus on adult men and women or adolescents in clinical or juvenile 
justice settings. There was no identified research on how honor culture relates to high school 
students in low socioeconomic communities by academic placement, specifically involving 
students in special education resource settings with high-incidence disabilities (e.g., specific 
learning disability, emotional behavioral disorders, speech/language disorders).  

Conversations with fellow educators in the target setting revealed assumptions that many 
students in special education settings and students who are in lower-level, non-college preparatory 
classes, tend to come from homes where honor culture persists.  An additional informal 
observation among colleagues suggests this contrasts with high-achieving students in college 
preparatory/advanced placement classes who are raised in social conditions based on a culture of 
dignity and inherent self-worth. Children from honor cultures are also less likely to seek assistance 
for academic or mental health needs, in order to preserve personal or family honor (Gul et al., 
2021).  

Understanding why students are behaving in violent ways may alter the approach that staff 
and administrators take when addressing violent and aggressive behavior.  Students who pose a 
threat to staff and peers will ultimately continue to be removed from the school setting, a practice 
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found to be ineffective at supporting challenging behavior for students with disabilities 
(Quenemoen & Thurlow, 2019; Williams, 2022). Given the target school’s higher than average 
number of rural and low-SES students in special education, data that demonstrate how honor 
culture and callousness align with academic placements may focus educator training to confront 
this obstacle.  

 
PURPOSE AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
  This study explored whether there exists a pattern of similar cultural attitudes among and 
between students in various leveled classes at a rural high school in a small New England district, 
and the characteristics of this culture. The present study investigates the following research 
question: Do students in special education resource settings have a different adherence to honor 
culture and a resonance with statements of callousness compared to those in the general and college 
preparation/advanced placements?  Null hypothesis: There is no difference between the three 
groups (advanced placement, general, and resource). 
 

METHOD 
 
RESEARCH DESIGN 
 This study used a quantitative comparative design, with the independent variable being 
English class placement [advanced placement (AP)/college prep English, general English, and 
resource English]. The dependent variables were two composite scores reflecting honor culture 
and callousness indicators. Quantitative comparative design was deemed the best approach  
because different groups can feasibly be compared to each other on the same measure (Iranifard 
& Latifnejad Roudsari, 2022). It is useful for understanding systems or subcultures, including 
norms of traditionally marginalized cultures (Gharawi et al., 2009); In this case, students with 
disabilities in a rural and low SES school.  
 
MEASURE 

An Inventory of Callous/Unemotional Traits (CU; Frick, 2004) was combined with a 
translated version of the Adherence to Honor Culture (AHC) Inventory (Somech & Elizur, 2006; 
2009) to create a single self-report attitude scale (see Appendix). Though the survey combined 
both sets of items, scores are reported separately for the two constructs (see Results section). 

The AHC scale includes items that indicate concerns about maintaining honor in the 
following domains (a) masculine (i.e., “I do not let my feelings control me.”); (b) feminine, (i.e., 
“It is important to me to uphold the good name of females in my family.”); (c) family (i.e., “Anyone 
who harms my family will be sorry.”); and (d) peer group, (i.e., “A friend who truly respects me 
will never be disloyal.”). Some items are designed to indicate higher AHC with higher levels of 
agreement on the scale, with others designed to indicate stronger adherence with lower levels of 
agreement. The internal reliability coefficient of the total scale (higher scores indicate stronger 
AHC) was .90. The authors specifically report they did not view the separate items as different 
subscales, as the correlation coefficients between the four categories were high (Somech & Elizur, 
2009). 

The CU indicates behaviors related to guilt/remorse for actions and lack of empathy (i.e., 
“The feelings of others are unimportant to me,” “I do not care who I hurt to get what I want,” and 
“What I think is ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ is different from what other people think”). Higher choices 
on the Likert scale indicate increased callousness. The original scale was found to have good 
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internal consistency (coefficient alpha of .70) within a large sample of adolescents (Essau et al., 
2006). 

The combined survey used a Likert scale presenting levels of agreement with various 
statements pertaining to both honor culture and callousness traits, with possible answers ranging 
from 1 to 5 (strongly disagree to strongly agree). The tool was distributed to 250 total high school 
students across resource, general education, and AP/college prep classrooms. Permission to 
conduct this research was obtained from the school administrator and approved by the university 
Institutional Review Board.  

 
SAMPLING AND PROCEDURE 

Identified classes for participation were all English classes, delineated by placement. These 
were advanced placement/college preparatory, general (non-college track), and special education 
courses serving students with high-incidence disabilities (e.g., specific learning disability, 
emotional/behavioral disorder, speech/language disorder), referred to as resource English.  Classes 
that meet during the same three periods were surveyed in order to not survey the same students 
more than once. Parent permission was obtained ahead of distribution. The survey was distributed 
to classroom teachers with instructions that participants be told that completing the survey is 
voluntary. Teachers then distributed surveys to students who agreed to participate, but only if they 
had parent permission (teachers had a list). Surveys were collected at the end of the allotted time, 
labeled with a respondent number and coded by color based on class level.  Individual names were 
not recorded by the teacher (therefore, responses remained anonymous). 

 
DATA ANALYSIS 
 Results were recorded on a spreadsheet. Data were aggregated to find average scores for 
individual respondents, individual statements, leveled groups, and domains. Composite scores for 
honor culture adherence and callousness were obtained and ultimately utilized for analysis of 
variance (ANOVA), with normality and variance assumptions tested before the ANOVA. 
 

RESULTS 
 
  Forty-seven responses were received. The results of this study indicate overall that 
students in the resource and general level classes had stronger agreement with statements 
associated with adherence to honor culture than peers in college prep/AP classes (M = 3.19, range 
2.41-4.65). Scores for honor culture by group ranged from 2.96-4.65, from 2.41-3.64, and from 
2.57-4.20 for resource, general, and AP/college prep, respectively. Students in the resource group 
(high incidence special education) had particularly strong ratings of agreeing with statements 
associated with honor culture (M = 3.51) which is, in part, characterized by acting out with 
aggression in order to preserve status. 

Similarly, the results of this survey demonstrate a stronger agreement with statements 
associated with callousness from students in resource and general level classes than peers in 
college prep/AP classes. The total sample group had an overall mean score of 2.27 with a range 
from 1.47-3.62 for statements associated with callousness, which captures dimensions of behavior 
that include lack of empathy, guilt, and remorse for misdeeds. The scores for resource (N = 8), 
general (N = 7), and AP/college prep (N = 33) ranged from 1.65-2.98, from 1.83-3.23, and from 
1.47-3.62, respectively. Overall, students in the resource and general groups indicated more 
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agreement with statements such as, “I do not care if I get into trouble.” Students in AP/college 
prep courses disagreed more often with these statements. 

To examine if differences between groups were statistically significant, data were first 
examined for equality of variance and distribution normality. The Levene’s test indicated that 
equal variances were assumed, as the test was not significant. Furthermore, all three groups showed 
normal distribution of data according to the Kolmogorov Smirnov test. Therefore, the assumptions 
to employ analysis of variance (ANOVA) were met, despite unequal group sample sizes. See Table 
1. 

Results of the ANOVA indicate there were no significant differences among the three 
groups on the AHC combined scores. See Table 3. For the CU construct, there was one significant 
difference in means between two of the three groups at the .05 level with F (2, 45) = 3.305, p = 
.046, partial eta squared = .111. The AP/college prep group (M = 2.18, SD = .512) differed from 
the resource group (M = 2.66, SD = .475), p = .046. The AP/college prep and general groups did 
not differ at the .05 level, nor did the general and resource groups. 

Given ANOVA results, the null hypothesis that there is no difference in means between 
the three groups can be partially rejected. There is evidence that students who are classified as 
AP/college prep show significantly lower traits of CU than students classified as resource (being 
served in special education for high-incidence disabilities). The significance of this difference 
given the small size of the sample and the medium to large effect size suggests practical 
significance. There is no evidence that any of the three groups differed on combined AHC 
measures, or that resource differed from general and general from AP/college prep on callousness 
indicators. 

 
Table 1 
ANOVA Results for Adherence to Honor Culture and Callousness Constructs 

Construct AP/ 
College 
Prep 

 General  Resource  F (2,45) η2 

 M SD M SD M  SD   

Combined AHC 3.16 .368 3.05 .444 3.51 .532 2.750 .11 

Combined CU 2.18 .512 2.45 .417 2.66 .475 3.305* .13 

* p < .05 
 

Discussion 
 

 The purpose of this study was to investigate adherence to honor culture and traits of 
callousness among students in a mid to high poverty school within three different placements of 
high school English. Though the data suggest face-value adherence to honor culture among 
students in special education, the comparisons to other groups were not statistically significant. 
Students whose face-value scores indicate adherence to dignity-culture, the idea that you do not 
have to prove that you are worthy, were those in settings with high academic achievement. 
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Students who rated high on AHC statements appeared to be underrepresented in honors and 
advanced placement classes. However, the low scores on AHC across the groups suggest that 
students in low SES communities in the Northeast may not adhere to such values. This finding is 
not consistent with those from other researchers who suggested that factors inherent to living in 
low SES environments can predict aggressive or defiant behaviors (Essau et al., 2006; Kroneman 
et al., 2004; Merkin & Shipp, 2023; Wadsworth & Achenbach, 2005). 

Callousness indicators differed significantly between students in a resource placement and 
those in classes for higher-achieving and college bound students. This was a surprising finding 
given the small sample size of this study. Furthermore, the effect size was medium to large, 
suggesting the real-world significance of this comparison. The findings around CU in this study 
were consistent with previous literature suggesting callousness as a strong predictor of behavior 
problems (Essau et al., 2006; Mills-Koonce et al., 2016). Recall that suspension data in the target 
school reflect disproportionate representation among students in special education, the group with 
significantly higher adherence to callousness traits in this study. However, the finding that AHC 
and CU did not go together, contrasts with researchers who found this was the case (Somech et al., 
2009). 

There were several reasons for the decision to analyze composite scores versus the 
individual items. First, reliability coefficients on both the Inventory of Callous/Unemotional Traits 
and the Adherence to Honor Culture both meet the threshold of a measure considered to have good 
internal consistency when the items are combined (George & Mallery, 2016). Confidence that the 
composite scores reflect the concerns in each of the scales is increased by such reliability. It can 
subsequently be inferred that no significant relationship between the two measures is accurate for 
this sample.  

 
IMPLICATIONS 

The data revealed other information that may be relevant to educators and educational 
researchers. Encouragingly, the statement with the lowest overall mean agreement score among 
all three groups (1.92) was the statement, “I do not care who I hurt to get what I want.” This 
suggests that in general, the student respondents would limit what they would be willing to do for 
self-gain. 

Perhaps not surprising, the statement that had the strongest level of agreement (M=4.48) 
was the statement, “I would always respect a friend who respects me.” Male students at this high 
school were more concerned with preserving the honor of peers (M=3.61) and females (M=3.69) 
than that of their families (M=3.49) or their own personal masculine honor (M=3.51).  

For students who are raised in homes that embrace callous traits, social expectations of the 
school setting may not match what they have learned for most of their lives outside of school.  It 
can be surmised that when a student who is suspended from school for acting out violently or 
aggressively is discussing the incident with family members, there may be confusion about why 
the behavior was not accepted or disagreement with the consequence. Such attitudes would give 
little insight into how to better handle similar situations that the student be confronted with in the 
future. However, our findings suggest that high school students in this low-SES region of New 
England do not necessarily hold beliefs that align with honor culture, and that students in general 
English or above do not agree with callousness-related statements, a different finding compared to 
past literature suggesting low SES community members show higher adherence to such values 
within other regions of the U.S. 
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LIMITATIONS 
 The small sample size of this study was a limitation. Larger sample sizes strengthen the 
applicability to larger populations. Furthermore, the three groups were of unequal size, with the 
group of interest having a much smaller number than the AP/college prep group. There is also risk 
of exaggeration when data are gathered through individual self-report. It is possible that self-
perceptions of behavior traits do not match the observable behaviors themselves. Finally, results 
are reported as two separate composite scores for each of the two dependent variables. Using 
composite scores has disadvantages, such as losing nuance between items that represent discreet, 
but related constructs. Similarly, means are obtained across participants, essentially showing 
reported scores as more similar to each other as they are brought closer to that average.  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH 
 There will continue to be a divide in our communities based on cultural norms that will 
lead to some students obtaining high academic achievement and others to not reach their possible 
potential.  Additional research should be conducted to confirm actual academic achievement 
differences and not merely enrollment in more challenging classes.  This research was limited by 
a desire to maintain complete confidentiality for survey participants. 
 If additional research continues to confirm a relationship between high adherence to 
callousness and low academic achievement/high suspension rates, this information should be used 
by administrators, teachers, counselors and other community members to take action to address 
better responses to behavior based on these cultural norms. Knowing about such norms does not 
mean schools should focus on changing beliefs or practices within a social group. Nor does it mean 
that specific groups of people are responsible for school or societal issues. Instead, such 
responsiveness may position schools to utilize the pro-social aspects of honor culture, such as 
loyalty to community and concern with what others think about you or your group, to shape 
expected behaviors in schools as one’s responsibility to one’s community. 
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Appendix 

 
Directions: Please respond to the following questions on the provided scale. 
 
Answers will be kept confidential and anonymous.  If you are unable to answer a question, you 
may skip, but please try to respond to all questions.  When you are finished please turn in your 
survey to your teacher who will place it in a folder and return it to the researcher.   
 

1. I am concerned about the feelings of others. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

2. I seem very cold and uncaring to others. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

3. I would not attack or fight people even though they curse or humiliate my parents 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

4. A friend who respects me will give me anything I ask. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09362830903235375
https://doi.org/10.1080/10665684.2020.1791284
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5. I would do everything to let people know they can’t step on me. 

 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

6. I won’t let anyone take advantage of me. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

7. I would feel ashamed if my family’s reputation was hurt. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

8. I do not let my feelings control me. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

9. I do not care who I hurt to get what I want. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

10. Whenever someone threatens my self-respect, I lose my temper. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

11. If I am humiliated in public, I get angry quickly. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

12. Anyone who implies the girls/women in my family are promiscuous will pay for it. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

13. I am not very concerned with protecting my friends’ honor. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

14. I do not care if I get into trouble. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

15. Anyone who harms my family will be sorry. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

16. I frequently feel that people are disrespectful to me. 
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Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

17. It is important for me to be recognized as a person of honor. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

18. I would always protect a friend’s honor even if I would be punished. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

19. I am concerned about maintaining my family’s honor. 
 

Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

20. What I think is “right” and “wrong” is different from what other people think. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

21. I would feel ashamed if people think of the females in my family as “easy to get.” 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

22. I would always respect a friend who respects me. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

23. I do not care about being on time. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

24. I do not like to put the time into doing things well. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

25. I do not expect a show of respect from my friends. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

26. Anyone who tries to humiliate me will pay. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

27. Anyone who offends my mother or my sister makes me angry. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
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28. I would take revenge if anyone insults the respectability of females in my family. 

 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

29. A friend who truly respects me will never be disloyal. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

30. I would feel ashamed of myself if someone humiliates me and I do not act to protect my 
honor. 

 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

31. An insult to my friends’ honor does not justify a violent response. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

32. I would feel ashamed of myself if people thought of me as a “sucker.” 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

33. I do not care about doing things well. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

34. The feelings of others are unimportant to me. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

35. Within the family I am not concerned about my honor. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

36. I do not feel remorseful when I do something wrong. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

37. It is important that my family would protect each other’s honor no matter what. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 

38. I would do everything to protect my family's honor no matter the price. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
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39. It is important to me to uphold the good name of females in my family. 
 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 

 
40. I would feel ashamed of myself if I didn’t protect my friends’ honor. 

 
Strongly disagree    -   Disagree    -   Neither agree or disagree    -   Agree    -   Strongly Agree 
 
 


