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Abstract. This study aimed to analyse the social representation of honour among Romanians. 
Research participants (N = 174) completed a free association task using the inducing term “honour”. 
The data were analysed using EVOC2000 software, which cross-references the frequency and rank 
of occurrence of terms within the associative chain. This method revealed a set of four words that 
play a central role in the social representation of honour: honesty, respect, fairness, and dignity. 
A subsequent content analysis highlighted the relationships between these four elements and their 
associated terms, validating their centrality within the social representation. We also compared the 
differences and similarities between the social representations of the men and women who responded 
to our survey, as well as the participants residing in urban versus rural areas. 
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Theoretical framework of the study

Honour – definitions, conceptual models, and research

Honour, a complex and heterogenous concept, consists of values that define acceptable 
or honourable behavioral standards in social relationships (Curelaru, 2022; Rodriguez 
Mosquera et al., 2004). Practically, honour represents a “value code that guides individuals’ 
behavior in social environments” (David, 2011) or a set of behavioral norms that characterize, 
maintain, and regulate human interactions (Rodriguez Mosquera et al., 2002a, 2002b; 
Rodriguez Mosquera et al., 2004). Honour can also be viewed as character strenght, 
reflecting adherence to specific ethical principles (Uskul et al., 2012), or as a personal 
attribute indicating an individual’s integrity and honesty (Fischer, 1999).
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One of the earliest scientific models of honour was developed by Malina (1993). 
According to the mentioned author, honour has a dual facet: an individual dimension, 
characterized by the value a person attributes to themselves, and a social dimension, defined 
as the value attributed by one’s social group. Additionally, Malina identifies two forms of 
honour: ascribed honour, which is passively derived from external sources, such as inherited 
wealth, a reputable family name or being part of a strong nation, and acquired honour, 
which is actively constructed as a response to personal life challenges, through specific 
reactions and social interactions.

Similarly, Stewart (1994) proposed a two-dimensional theory of honour. The internal 
facet of honour consists of character traits like courage and honesty, as well as values such 
as dignity or self-worth and mechanisms for protecting honour and avoiding dishonour. The 
external facet pertains to reputation, encompassing social recognition, respect from the 
group, and affiliation with prestigious social circles.

In contrast, Patricia Rodriguez Mosquera developed a multidimensional model of honour 
that describes four interdependent conceptual facets: feminine honour, masculine honour, 
family honour, and integrity in social relations (social honour) (Guerra et al., 2013a; Guerra 
et al., 2013b; Rodriguez Mosquera et al., 2002a, 2002b, 2004; Rodriguez Mosquera, 
2016). Feminine honour involves avoiding shame, particularly sexual shame, through 
behaviours such as romantic faithfulness, refraining from sexual relations before marriage, 
and appropriate clothing (i.e., wearing a veil in some cultures). Values like modesty, sexual 
restraint, and obedience to male authority are central values in his theory (Rodriguez 
Mosquera, 2011). Masculine honour, on the other hand, centers on family authority, financial 
support, physical and property protection, while the core values revolve around assertiveness, 
toughness, and strength (Rodriguez Mosquera, 2011). The third dimension, family honour, 
refers to the family members’ interdependence created by sharing the same social image 
(Rodriguez Mosquera, 2016). The last concept, integrity in social relations, emphasizes the 
desire to maintain social harmony through loyalty, generosity, politeness, and honesty.

From another perspective, researchers distinguish between honour and cultures of dignity 
(Cohen, Nisbett, 1994; Cohen et al., 1996; Uskul et al., 2019). Cultures of honour, 
prevalent in regions like the Mediterranean, the Middle East, and South America, are 
collectivist (Hofstede, 1980) and honour is ascribed, according to Molina’s theory (1993). 
They are resistant to change because they are rooted in historical traditions, and honour is 
based on unwritten codes passed down through generations. On the other hand, cultures of 
dignity found in Northern and Western Europe, North America, and Canada are more 
individualistic and emphasize intrinsic self-worth, merit, and independence from external 
judgment (Kim et al., 2010; Kim, Cohen, 2010). This perspective, specific to Western 
individualism cultures, developed after the Reformation (starting in the 16th century), is 
based on acquired honour, according to Molina’s perspective. They are characterized by an 
honour perspective rooted in dignity, which is less dependent on others’ evaluations and is 
based on a distinction between personal value and the judgment of others. Although cultures 
of dignity evolved from cultures of honour, they are very different. In cultures of honour, 
social status and the reputation derived from it represents the foundation of honour. 
Moreover, control is perceived externally, for example, from the social sphere. On the 
contrary, in cultures of dignity, honour is based on merit, and control is placed internally, 
at the personal level (Berrett, Sarbin, 2008). In these cultures, all individuals are considered 
equally worthy of respect, regardless of their birth status. Principles such as equality among 
individuals, personal freedom, and independence of self’s value of others’ judgment are 
strongly promoted (Kim et al., 2010).
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A more nuanced differentiation is proposed by a number of researchers who, in addition 
to the two types of culture of honours described above, they add another type, called face 
culture (Kim, Cohen, 2010; Kim et al., 2010; Leung, Cohen, 2011). In the geographical 
area of this culture are the Asian peoples, especially East Asians, such as Chinese and 
Japanese (Aslani et al., 2016; Kim, Cohen, 2010; Uskul et al., 2013). In face culture the 
value of a person is based on what others think about him or her (Kim, Cohen, 2010) and 
is characterized by certain aspects associated with honour, among which the most important 
are hierarchy, humility, and harmony (Leung, Cohen, 2011). The evaluation of honour is 
carried out “through other people’s eyes”, as well as the estimation of personal worth. In 
this context, individuals are compelled to align their own evaluations with those of socially 
significant others (Kim, Cohen, 2010). In a face culture, one’s personal worth or status 
should not be perceived as higher than others’; rather, it should be perceived as lower, as 
this aligns with another key value – humility (Kim et al., 2010). 

There are several differences between these cultures regarding valued criteria (Leung, 
Cohen, 2011), such as the valuation of the self. In cultures of dignity, self-worth is internal, 
while in the culture of honour, it is primarily external, and in face cultures, it can also be 
external or a combination of both (internal and external). Another example is the context 
in which honour is acquired and expressed. In cultures of dignity, honour is associated with 
autonomy, where individuals are independent. In cultures of honour, the context is a 
“competitive environment of rough equals,” whereas in face cultures, the context is shaped 
by social hierarchy. Finally, a third criterion is the potential for losing honour. In cultures 
of dignity, honour cannot be taken by others, unlike in face cultures, where it can be. In 
cultures of honour, honour can be both lost, gained, and may also be appropriated by a 
competitor (Leung, Cohen, 2011, p. 509).

Previous studies highlight significant cross-cultural differences concerning honour. For 
instance, Spanish and Dutch participants rank dimensions like reputation, family honour, and 
social interdependence differently, with the former participants assigning more importance to 
these values compared to the latter (Fischer, 1999). In another study involving adolescents 
from several European countries, the results revealed intercultural variations regarding honour 
according to Schwartz’s Value Inventory (1992) (Helkama et al., 2013). For example, in Russia 
and Italy, honour is associated with conformity, tradition, and social security, in Switzerland 
with self-improvement and moral values, while in Estonia and Finland with power (social 
prestige, wealth) and achievement values. Another example is a comparative study conducted 
by Cross and colleagues (2014) involving Turkish and North American participants. For 
Americans, the prototypical structure of honour placed elements such as doing the right thing, 
being respected, and trustworthiness at the top. For Turkish participants, the top positions 
were occupied by honesty and Namus (women’s sexual honour). An interesting difference is 
related to honesty, which was ranked only seventh by Americans while trustworthiness 
occupied the eighth position in Turkish participants’ rankings.

In another comparative study that included participants from 24 nations (Smith et al., 
2020), the viability of the three-dimensional model of honour proposed by Leung and Cohen 
(2011) was largely verified. The results showed that dignity culture can be found in countries 
such as Australia, Canada, the Netherlands or the UK, while culture of honour is widespread 
in some Mediterranean countries (e.g., Greece, Italy), the Middle East (e.g., Iraq, Saudi 
Arabia) and the south and mid-west of US (South Carolina and Iowa). The dominant features 
of face cultures are found in Asian countries such as Japan, Thailand or Malaysia. The 
study also yielded some unexpected results, related to traditionally perceived culture of 
honours such as Turkey, Pakistan, that proved to belong to a face culture ideology. Likewise, 
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China seems more likely to fit into a culture of honour rather than a face one, and Mexico 
fits into a culture of dignity rather than one of honour. It should be noted, however, that 
these results did not allow generalization to every nation, as non-probable sampling was 
used.

In Romania, recent research shows that masculine honour correlates with power, prestige 
and success, while feminine honour aligns with security and control (Paşcalău et al., 2021). 
Compared to highly individualistic cultures like the U.S. or the U.K., Romanian culture, 
where both collectivist and individualist traits blend (Gavreliuc, 2010, 2011), considers 
values such as family, masculine, and feminine honour as being more important than others, 
like social honour. We also note that, from the perspective of the three-dimensional model 
of honour (Leung, Cohen, 2011), Romanians belong to a culture of dignity (Smith et al., 
2020).

Social representation theory

The primary objective of this study is to describe the social representation of honour within 
the Romanian cultural context using the framework of social representation theory (Moscovici, 
1976). Social representations (SR) are socially constructed systems of ideas, values, principles, 
conceptions, and so on, that shape norms and social values (Moscovici, 2000). 

SRs are a complex topic with multiple definitions that highlight their compound nature 
and their various social functions (for an overview, see Neculau, 1996, 1997). SRs represent 
unified systems of socially constructed opinions about a social object or phenomenon. They 
originate from social communication, and their main function is to facilitate individuals’ or 
groups’ adaptation to their environment (Rousseau, Bonardi, 2001). SRs are socially shared 
constructs disseminated in society through various means of communication, especially mass 
media. Although they are individually assimilated and internalized, SRs offer a shared vision 
of the world (Jodelet, 1984, 1989).

In addition to helping individuals understand and interpret reality, SRs also give meaning 
to human behaviours (Abric, 1994a). Moreover, SRs, through the interpretive frameworks 
they propose (categories of knowledge), facilitate the integration of individuals (Moliner, 
1988, 1992).

In this study, we adopted the structural perspective of the SR theory, which posits that 
SRs are composed of sets of elements with various statuses. Specifically, the most significant 
elements can organize others and constitute a central core (or central system), while others, 
less significant, form the peripheral system (Abric, 1994a, 2002; Neculau, 1996; Roussiau, 
Bonardi, 2001; Flament, 2002; Curelaru, 2006; Rateau et al., 2011; Moliner, Abric, 
2015). Our aim is, therefore, to describe the semantic field of the SR of honour, highlighting 
the elements that comprise these two systems.

Objectives of the study

For the present study, we formulated three objectives. First, we aimed to describe the 
semantic field of the SR of honour in a sample of the Romanian population with different 
ages. We identified the terms belonging to the central core of the SR, as well as the peripheral 
or intermediate area elements. Second, we assessed SR through the lens of the honour 
models discussed above. In particular, we expect the participants in this study to generate 
terms specific to a dignity culture rather than one of honour or face. The third objective 
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concerns the description and separate presentation of the semantic field of the SR of honour 
according to the area of residence and gender, expecting to find only contextual differences 
and a similar core SR. In this sense, we hypothesized that our results would show a single 
SR with minor contextual variations.

Method

Participants

The study sample comprised 174 Romanian participants (64 males and 110 females) between 
18 and 67 years old (M = 35.5, SD = 8.7). Participants were recruited from both urban 
(N = 89) and rural (N = 85) areas according to the dimensional sampling design (Cohen 
et al., 2018; Curelaru, 2022) following two criteria: gender and place of origin. Prior to 
filling in the questionnaire, participants read the informed consent and agreed to participate 
in the research.

Procedure

Data were collected using a free association task, a method frequently used in SR studies 
(Abric, 1994b; Curelaru, 1999; Dany et al., 2015; Lo Monaco et al., 2017). Participants 
were asked to list between three and five words or phrases that came to mind when prompted 
with the inductor term “honour” (Dany et al., 2015). Concretely, the requirement was: 
“When you think of honour, what are the first five words and expressions that immediately 
come to mind?” A similar question was used in the study on honour conducted by Cross 
et al. (2014). In our research, participants were asked to write these words and expressions 
in the blank spaces provided after the above instruction.

Free association is a projective technique that offers several advantages, including ease 
of application, rapid data collection, minimal effort from participants, and the possibility 
of computerized analysis of responses (De Rosa, 1995; Curelaru, 1999). Furthermore, its 
use can highlight “hidden dimensions that structure the semantic universe specific to the 
social representations” (De Rosa, 1988).

Data analysis

Two indicators were obtained from the data collected: the frequency of each associated term 
and the average rank of its occurrence (Doise et al., 1992; Vergès, 1992; Abric, 1994b; 
De Rosa, 1995; Curelaru, 2006). Using the EVOC2000 (Verges, Scano, Junique, 2002) 
program to process the associated terms, we identified, according to the two aforementioned 
indicators, the elements of the central core, as well as the peripheral elements of the SR. 
The analysis followed two approaches: a prototypical analysis to identify key terms and a 
categorical analysis to group terms into various categories (Vergès, 1992).

It should be noted that, during data entry, we assimilated a series of terms referring to 
the same aspect but represented in different forms or closely related synonyms. For example, 
for civism, we assimilated the terms and expressions of civic sense and a good citizen. The 
term country was merged with the word homeland, and the term fairness with fair play 
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or the expression don’t do unto others what you don’t want done to you, and so on. 
Similarly, we grouped synonyms such as prestige with fame, notoriety, reputation, 
renown, and so on; assuming responsibility with assuming duties, accountability, 
reliability, and so on; devotion with loyalty and fidelity; and appreciation with gratitude 
and cherishing.

Results

Prototypical analysis

The prototypical analysis of the results from the association task revealed that the 821 total 
occurrences corresponded to 95 different terms. Considering all the associations provided, 
we observed that 47.26% (388) of them – nearly half  – were represented by only four 
different terms, which are thus considered highly significant (Table 1). The next two 
associations, assuming responsibility and prestige, ranked fifth and sixth in frequency, but 
they appeared considerably far apart from the top four associations, with 27 occurrences 
each. The large frequency gap between the fourth (fairness) and the fifth associated term 
(assuming responsibility) provides an initial clue of the centrality of these elements within 
the SR.

Table 1. The main associated terms and their  
frequency of occurrence

No. Associated term Frequency
Cumulative 
frequency

Cumulative 
percentage

Rank of appearance

1 Honesty 133 133 16.1 2,632
2 Respect 107 240 29.2 2,393
3 Dignity 78 318 38.7 2,385
4 Fairness 70 388 47.2 2,971

Our results align with the general framework of the SR theory, showing that some 
elements can be considered central. In contrast, others, with a lower status, are located 
in a peripheral or intermediate zone of the representation. Considering two criteria - 
frequency and rank of occurrence in the associative chain – we verified the importance 
of these elements in the discursive production of the participants. The EVOC2000 
statistical software allows for taking into account both previously mentioned indicators: 
frequency and rank of appearance. The terms in the upper-left quadrant can be considered 
as potential central elements of the representation, those in the lower-right quadrant as 
elements belonging to the peripheral system, while the rest, distributed in the other two 
remaining quadrants, have an ambiguous status (Vergès, 1994; Dany et al., 2015). 
Twenty-seven was the threshold chosen for separating the quadrants based on frequency, 
and three for separating by the rank of appearance. Thus, the elements eligible for 
centrality in the SR had a frequency of 27 or higher and a rank of 3 or lower (Table 2). 
For space reasons, only associations with a frequency greater than 7 are included in 
the following tables.
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Table 2. Frequency and rank of occurrence for the main  
terms of the SR – overall results

All participants (N = 174)
Appearance rank

Under 3 Above or equal to 3

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y

Over or 
equal to 
27

Honesty
Respect
Dignity 
Fairness

133
107
78
70

2,632
2,393
2,385
2,971

Assuming responsibility
Prestige

27
27

3,111
3,630

Under 27 Courage
Seriousness
Trust
Truth
Person of their 
word
Country 

26
19
18
12
8
8

2,962
2,632
2,500
2,167
2,750
2,375

Devotion
Pride
Morality
Justice
Common sense
Help
Education
Kindness
Esteem
Virtue

23
23
22
17
14
10
10
10
10
7 

3,087
3,261
3,455
3,706
3,071
4,100
3,300
3,200
3,200
3,286

The elements belonging to the central core of the SR have higher frequencies and lower 
rank than the peripheral and intermediate elements. They appear in the top-left section of 
the table and consist of:. honesty, respect, fairness, and dignity. As a result of the 
prototypical analysis, we can state that these elements are most possibly central, however, 
to verify, we also conducted a qualitative analysis. Results are presented in section 3.2.

In addition to describing the SR of honour, another aim of the study was to highlight 
differences in central and peripheral elements between several categories of participants. 
In this regard, we conducted a prototype analysis based on gender and residence environment. 
The results are described in Tables 3 and 4.

Table 3. Frequency and rank of occurrence  
for the main terms of the SR – results by gender

Men (N = 64)

Appearance rank

Under 3 Above or equal to 3

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y

Over or 
equal to 27

Honesty
Respect
Dignity

44
42
33

2,636
2,357
2,424

Under 27 Seriousness 10 2,400 Fairness
Morality
Assuming responsibility
Courage
Prestige

20
11
9
9
9

3,100
3,000
3,000
3,111
3,111
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Women (N = 110)
Appearance rank

Under 3 Above or equal to

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y

Over or 
equal to 27

Honesty
Respect
Fairness
Dignity 

89
65
50
45

2,629
2,415
2,920
2,346

3,111
3,630

Under 27 Courage
Trust
Truth
Seriousness

17
13
11
9

2,882
2,385
1,909
2,889

Assuming responsibility
Pride
Prestige
Devotion
Justice
Common-sense
Morality
Help
Education

18
18
18
17
14
13
11
8
7

3,167
3,167
3,889
3,176
3,786
3,154
3,909
4,000
3,571

The results of the gender analysis (Table 3) show that the core structure is largely 
identical between men and women. Three of the associated terms are common: honesty, 
respect, and dignity. The fourth term, fairness, appears only in the central core of the female 
sub-sample. Even though its frequency is high, the word belongs among the peripheral 
elements, which indicates that men assign a lower importance to it. Men (F5=187) also 
show a higher frequency of morality (f = 11), seriousness (f = 10), assuming responsibility 
(f = 9), courage (f = 9) and prestige (f = 9). For women (F = 423), the words following 
the central elements in terms of frequency are, assuming responsibility (f = 18), pride (f = 
18), prestige (f = 18), courage (f = 17), and devotion (f = 7).

Table 4. Frequency and rank of occurrence for the main terms  
of the SR – results by residence area

Rural area (N = 85)
Appearance rank

Under 3 Above or equal to 3

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y

Over or 
equal to 27

Honesty
Respect
Dignity
Fairness

57
56
40
33

2,544
2,571
2,200
2,765

Under 27 Seriousness
Trust
Common sense
Truth

 

12
11
8
7

2,333
2,455
2,875
2,143

Assuming responsibility
Devotion
Morality
Courage
Prestige
Justice
Pride

14
13
13
10
10
7
7

3,143
3,385
3,385
3,200
3,400
3,571
3,857
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Urban area (N = 89)
Appearance rank

Under 3 Above 3

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y

Over or 
equal to 27

Honesty
Respect
Dignity

77
50
38

2,675
2,220
2,579

Fairness 36 3,167

Under 27 Courage
Devotion
Trust

16
10
7

2,813
2,700
2,571

Prestige
Pride
Assuming responsibility
Justice
Morality
Help
Seriousness

17
16
13
10
9
8
7

3,765
3,000
3,077
3,800
3,556
3,875
3,143

A similar result was obtained for the area of residence. The same four terms, honesty, 
respect, dignity, and fairness, were in the first four places, both in terms of frequency and 
rank of occurrence. All four appeared in the top-left sector for the rural sub-sample, but 
only three for the urban participants. The fourth term, fairness, was present in the urban 
sample in the upper-right sector in the intermediate-status item set, but with a very high 
frequency (f = 36). We also note that in the table of rural participants (F = 298), after the 
four terms located in the left-up sector, the following in order of frequencies were assuming 
responsibility (f = 14), devotion (f = 13), morality (f = 13) and seriousness (f = 12). For 
urban participants (F = 314) the following terms, in order of frequency, were prestige 
(f = 17), pride (f = 16), courage (f = 16), and assuming responsibility (f = 13). Only 
one term is common in the two tetrads, namely assuming responsibility.

Categorial analysis

The categorical analysis was conducted using the EVOC2000 statistical software based on 
the data from the entire sample of participants. The program allows the creation of categories 
to which various labels were assigned, according to the element with the highest frequency 
in the respective category. Table 5 presents these categories and a series of examples of 
words found in each. 

Table 5. Thematic categories and their frequency 

No.
Thematic 
category

Frequency Percentage Example

1 Honesty 178 21.68
honesty (133), seriousness (19), trust (18), 
person of their word (8)

2 Respect 151 18.39
respect (107), prestige (27), esteem (10), value 
(5), appreciation (4)

3 Dignity 128 15.71
dignity (78), assuming responsibility (27), 
pride (23)

4 Fairness 111 13.52 fairness (70), justice (17), truth (12), etc.

5 Prosocial 78 9.50
devotion (23), common sense (14), kindness 
(10), help (10), sacrifice (5), civic duty (3), 
chivalry (3), understanding (2), etc.
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6
Character 
traits

66 8.04
courage (26), morality (22), virtue (7), 
perseverance (5), discipline (4), etc.

7 Patriotism 24 2.92
country (8), army (3), patriotism (3), soldier 
(3), national flag (3), etc.

8 Education 20 2.44 education (10), civilization (3), reason (3), etc.
9 Profession 15 1.83 success (4), work (4), professionalism (2), etc.
10 Hedonism 14 1.71 love (3), happiness (3), pleasure (2), etc.
11 Religion 10 1.22 faith (5), forgiveness (2), etc.

12
Family
Friendship

9 1.10
friend (3), family (2), etc.

13 Unclassified 16 1.95 support (2), attention (1), etc.
Total 821 100

Once again, the same four terms, honesty, respect, dignity, and fairness, are at the top. 
Together, they organize semantically no less than 568 elements out of the 821 obtained in 
total, i.e., about 69.3% of them. Thus, the four above-mentioned terms are validated as 
core elements of the SR of honour.

Discussion

This study aimed to investigate the SR of honour in a sample of Romanian participants, 
comparing the conceptions of men and women as well as individuals from urban and rural 
areas. We adopted the structural approach to SR theory, analysing the key elements 
comprising the central core of the SR and the peripheral system (Abric, 1994a; Rateau et al., 
2011). These results contribute to understanding how honour is constructed and maintained 
in a heterogeneous culture that is transitioning from the individualism-collectivism perspective 
such as Romania. Specifically, the analysis reveals several frequent and low-ranking occurrence 
terms. Through semantic connections, these terms serve as organizers in the representation 
scheme for words at intermediate or peripheral levels of the representation. They are 
considered central terms of the representation – elements that do not change over time and 
define the most stable part of the SR. In the case of honour, the central elements of the SR 
are honesty, respect, fairness, and dignity.

The results of the prototypical analysis show that these four terms are placed, both in 
terms of frequency and rank of occurrence, in the first places. But there is an additional 
argument for the centrality of these elements. From the fourth term in order of frequency – 
fairness – to the next one – assuming responsibility – there is a greater distance than between 
any other terms. This gap shows a detachment of these elements from the rest of the 
associated terms.

The thematical categorical analysis confirms the results of the prototypical analysis. 
Honesty, respect, dignity, and fairness organize more than two-thirds of the total number 
of associated terms that form the semantic field of SR. Therefore, their status as core 
elements is validated not only by the quantitative (prototypical) analysis but also by the 
qualitative (categorical) one. In the latter analysis, we evaluated both their placement at the 
top of the categorical analysis grid and the extent of semantic relations employed, as shown 
by the number of occurrences (see Table 5). Similar to the results of the prototypical analysis, 
we observed a greater distance between the sum of the terms associated with the last-placed 
term in the central tetrad (fairness) and the next-placed term, prosocial. This configuration 
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is an additional argument in validating the centrality of the words honesty, respect, dignity, 
and fairness as in the structure of the SR of honour.

We hypothesized that the perspective of the Romanian SR of honour reflected by our 
results displays characteristics specific to cultures of dignity (Smith et al., 2021). However, 
our results confirm this hypothesis only to a limited extent. Concretely, the SR is only 
partly characterized by elements specific to cultures of dignity and partly by elements 
indicating belonging to culture of honours, with no elements specific to face cultures. 

According to the model proposed by Leung and Cohen (2011), there are several differences 
between the three cultures in terms of the meaning and importance attached to reciprocity, 
honesty and trustworthiness. In our case, these differences are present even in the core of this 
SR, which gives it a heterogeneous character. One element of the central core, dignity, is 
characteristic of a culture of dignity that states the fact that “the locus of dignity is deep inside 
the individual, as is the individual’s moral centre” (Leung, Cohen, 2011, p. 509). Personal 
evaluation is internal and achievable in an autonomous context. This perspective on honour 
that emphasizes dignity is essential and characteristic to a dignity culture. However, the other 
three terms, honesty, respect, and fairness, are more specific to a culture of honour. They 
refer to reciprocity and a relational foundation specific to cultures of honour. Moreover, the 
most frequent term, honesty, was in first place in the prototypical research conducted by Cross 
et al. (2014) on a Turkish sub-sample, one of the most widespread culture of honour in the 
Mediterranean area. In the case of cultures of honour, personal value is dependent on both 
internal and external evaluations, as well as the relational context. However, in our study, we 
did not find other elements that are usually characteristic of a culture of honour, such as 
shame, dishonour, revenge or violence (e.g., Hayes, Lee, 2005; Leung, Cohen, 2011; Nisbett, 
Cohen, 1996).

It should also be mentioned that the three cultures described from the perspective of 
honour are ideal types, whereas in reality most cultures display mixed elements (Leung, 
Cohen, 2011). From our perspective, we consider that the method of free associations, based 
on spontaneity and openness in obtaining data from participants, allows a more nuanced 
and complex exploration of a cultural construct, such as honour, compared to other research 
methods. In this sense, the data does not give a clear-cut answer for one socio-cultural 
sub-construct but presents a broader and structured picture in which interpretations can be 
more nuanced.

The analysis of the structure of SR according to the gender variable shows that three 
elements are common to the two sub-samples: honesty, respect, and dignity. Fairness 
appears in a central position only for women, while for men, although it has a high frequency, 
it belongs in the periphery. These results are in line with our expectations, which did not 
predict major differences between males and females but only small variations in the 
semantic field of representation.

However, when taking into account the frequencies of the next four terms placed 
immediately after the central ones, more differences become evident. Assuming responsibility, 
prestige, and courage are common, however, women valued pride and devotion more, while 
men considered morality and seriousness more important. Taking into account the Romanian 
culture, the presence of devotion only in the female participants’ answers is explained by 
the traditional cultural model that values a woman’s dedication to her husband, children, 
and extended family. We expected, however, the second term, pride, to be higher in frequency 
for men, as it corresponds more to masculine honour values. Anger, strength, toughness, 
and assertiveness (Rodriguez Mosquera et al., 2002b; Rodriguez Mosquera, 2011), which 
are also characteristic to masculine honour, do not appear among the terms associated by 
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men. Moreover, in the case of women, highly specific terms, such as modesty, restraint, 
and obedience to authority, are also seldom evoked. Therefore, we can say that the 
participants of the present study do not have a gendered conception of honour. Returning 
to the types of culture discussed above, the lack of major differences between women and 
men, as well as the lack of terms characterizing either feminine or masculine honour, is an 
argument for fitting into a culture of dignity rather than one of honour. 

When comparing the results for participants living in urban versus rural areas, our 
results showed the same structure of the central core, composed of: Honesty, Respect, 
Dignity, and Fairness. However, in the case of rural participants, all four are placed in the 
upper-left quadrant, whereas for rural participants, only the first three had this position. 
Fairness, the fourth term, is placed in the upper-right quadrant, having an intermediate 
status, between the central core and the peripheral system. Rural participants value more 
devotion, morality, and seriousness, while urban participants value more prestige, pride, 
and courage. Only one term is common in the two sets of four associated second-order 
terms, namely assuming responsibility.

One of the reasons for this difference can be explained by the smaller size of villages 
compared to cities, in terms of residences as well as geographical area. In rural areas, 
individuals form closer social relationships, and most residents personally know the other 
members of the community. In such an environment, the image others have of a person 
matters and conditions social relations. High social visibility in the community leads people 
to value morality and seriousness more highly because these qualities are highly valued by 
the community in which they carry out their activities and play an important role in the 
image that others form of them. In urban areas, social visibility is lower, with an individual’s 
relationships often limited to work colleagues and close relatives. The norm of reciprocity, 
specific to the culture of honour, is more present in the rural area and is evident by terms 
such as devotion, morality, and seriousness. On the contrary, the SR of the urban participants 
is more oriented towards a culture of dignity, identifiable by terms such as prestige, pride, 
and courage. We could say that Romanians are in the process of transitioning from a culture 
of honour to a culture of dignity.

Conclusions and limits

The results of our study show that the central terms of the SR of honour are honesty, respect, 
dignity, and fairness. The validation of the central core elements was based on several 
arguments, coming from both quantitative and qualitative analysis. From our perspective, 
there is only one SR, and not several that could be generated by different variables or social 
contexts. We support this idea because the central core of the representation remains 
relatively constant at least in the contextualization generated by the two variables taken in 
the analysis, gender and residence environment. Therefore, concerning the data and the 
variables taken into account, the semantic field of representation can undergo various 
contextualization or discursive fluctuations, but these are placed in the peripheral and 
intermediate areas, not in the central area.

The present study has several limitations mainly due to the non-probability sampling 
used. Since the values are dependent on the social context, it is quite difficult to generalize 
the results to a large population. In this case, the obtained results can be extrapolated to 
Romanians having the same characteristics as our sample of participants. Even under these 
conditions, we should always be cautious about drawing general conclusions. Also, the 
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sample of participants was gender unbalanced. As can be seen from the description of the 
characteristics of the participants, there is a higher proportion of women than men. Due to 
this large difference, it can be expected that the results obtained are influenced by the 
characteristics of the respondents. Previous studies have not found a significant gender 
difference in honour; however one should be cautious when generalizing to another 
nationality (Barrett, Sarbin, 2008).

The present study has an exploratory character, and the data obtained allow the description 
of the SR of honour and their interpretation from the perspective of existing theoretical 
models in the field. Based on this data, it is possible to improve quantitative tools for 
exploring honour or even create a new one. The results obtained can also form the basis 
for more elaborate research, either quantitative or qualitative.

Note: The authors contributed equally to the development of this article.

Rezumat. În studiul de faţă ne-am propus să analizăm reprezentarea socială a românilor privind 
onoarea. Participanţii la cercetare (N = 174) au răspuns la o sarcină de asociere liberă care a avut 
ca termen inductor cuvântul „onoare”. Datele obţinute au fost analizate prin programul EVOC2000. 
Acesta permite încrucişarea a două criterii, frecvenţa şi rangul de apariţie a termenilor în cadrul 
lanţului asociativ. Metoda utilizată a evidenţiat un set de patru termeni (sau valori) care joacă rolul 
de elemente esenţiale ale nucleului central al reprezentării sociale a onoarei: cinste, respect, 
corectitudine şi demnitate. Ulterior, prin intermediul unei analize de conţinut s-au pus în evidenţă 
relaţiile dintre cele patru elemente şi ansamblurile de termeni asociaţi organizate de acestea, vali
dându-se astfel centralitatea lor în cadrul reprezentării sociale. Datele obţinute prin sarcina de 
asociere ne-au permis, de asemenea, şi analiza unor diferenţieri ale câmpului reprezentaţional pe 
baza variabilelor gen şi mediu de rezidenţă. 

Cuvinte-cheie: reprezentare socială, onoare, cinste, respect, corectitudine, demnitate, EVOC2000

Résumé. Dans la présente étude, nous avons eu le but d’analyser la représentation sociale de 
l’honneur chez les Roumains. Les participants à la recherche (N = 174) ont répondu à une tâche 
d’association libre où le mot «honneur» était un terme inducteur. Les données obtenues ont été 
analysées à l’aide du programme EVOC2000. Ce software permet de croiser deux critères, la 
fréquence et le rang d’occurrence des termes dans la chaîne associative. La méthode utilisée a 
révélé un ensemble de quatre termes (ou valeurs) qui jouent le rôle d’éléments centraux du noyau 
de la représentation sociale de l’honneur : honnêteté, respect, corectitude et dignité. Par la suite, 
une analyse de contenu a mis en évidence les relations entre ces quatre éléments et les ensembles 
de termes associés organisés par ceux-ci, validant ainsi leur centralité dans la représentation sociale. 
Les données obtenues par la tâche d’association nous ont également permis d’analyser certaines 
différences dans le champ de la représentation en fonction du variables genre et zone de résidence. 

Mots-clés: représentation sociale, honneur, honnêteté, respect, corectitude, dignité, EVOC2000
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