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Abstract

Background: Identifying the internal factors of gender murders in the face of marital infidelity is of special importance.

Objectives: Therefore, the present study aimed to anticipate risky decision-making styles in gender murderers and divorce
demandants with a history of marital infidelity.

Materials and Methods: The present research is a descriptive design of the discriminant analysis type. The statistical
community includes all men accused of gender murders and people divorce demandants from marital infidelity in Ahvaz.
Hence, 86 people were selected using the judgmental sampling method. The ultimatum game and scale of risky decision styles
in social situations were used to anticipate risky decision styles. The data were analyzed with SPSS 24 software.

Results: The results showed that there was a significant difference in health risk between the study groups. However, there is
no significant difference in other components of risky decision-making, such as ambiguity, diversification, and economic risk-
taking between the groups examined.

Conclusions: Risk appetite and risky decision-making styles are among the psychological and intrinsic factors that can play a
prominent role in the occurrence of gender murders alongside other sociological factors. Accordingly, the identification of
psychological factors affecting the risky decision-making style can be effective in prognosis and the prevention of such murders.
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1. Background

Marriage has been one of the most important human
characteristics since the beginning of civilization. After
marriage, couples expect themselves and their spouse to
remain sexually and emotionally loyal to each other (1).
Marital infidelity, or extramarital relations, is a major
cause of family breakdown, conflict, and marital
disagreement. It signifies a breach of the assumed
contract between spouses (2). Many mental health
professionals consider marital infidelity to be the most
destructive harm likely to occur in marital relationships
(3). While marital infidelity often leads to separation, in
some cases, individuals attempt to murder their partner
in response. Gender murder is a violent act where men
in a family kill a female family member (sister, daughter,

mother, wife, or cousin) for reasons such as illicit
relationships, to purify the family’s and relatives’
stigma. The main victims are women and girls (4).

In Iran, accurate statistics on such murders are
lacking, as many are not reported by families or are
declared as missing, suicidal, or suspicious deaths.
However, reports from 2010 to 2014 indicate over 8,000
murders in Iran, many related to honor killings (5).
Gender murder is considered intentional, committed
with the will and intention of the perpetrator, excluding
those caused by lack of skill, carelessness, inaccuracy,
negligence, and non-compliance with regulations (6).
This type of murder can result from culturally
unacceptable behaviors, such as contact outside of
marriage and behaviors violating family dignity (7).
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While gender-based killings appear to stem from
tribal customs in the Middle East, South Asia, and North
Africa, research suggests they also occur in European
countries and modern societies, known as honor or
shameful killings (8). The United Nations Fund for
Population Activity (UNFPA) estimates annual gender
killings worldwide reach 5,000 women and girls,
though some NGOs estimate 20,000 annually. Despite
limited statistics, research shows gender assassinations
vary among women of different ages, religions, social
statuses, wealth, education, and locations (9).

Sociologists believe culture plays a prominent role in
gender murder incidence. In less developed and
traditional societies, such murders are not considered
crimes but legitimate measures to protect and defend
honor and the tribe (10). Psychological evidence
indicates information processing and decision-making
styles play a role in conformity with aggregation. People
from the same cultural societies do not always react
similarly to individual and social events. In everyday life
challenges, decisions range from: (1) Absolutely rejected
(results inconceivable) to (2) uncertainty or ambiguity
(results clear, but occurrence probability uncertain) to
(3) risk-taking (results probability predictable) and (4)
certainty (results clear) (11).

Some individuals are less sensitive to decision
consequences and less capable of using negative
feedback to guide decisions in challenging situations.
Decision-making is a complex cognitive function
involving assessing short-term and long-term actions’
advantages and disadvantages. Neuroscience findings
introduce two prominent decision-making patterns,
separated by ambiguity and information presented (12).
In some cases, decision consequences and possibilities
are uncertain, requiring "decision under ambiguity"
based on previous choices’ feedback. In contrast, risky
decisions involve explicit information about options
and consequences.

From the rational choice perspective (RCP),
deliberate human behavior is deterred or facilitated by
situational factors knowledge (13). Internal impulses of
criminal practice, specifically gender murder, occur in
interaction with cultural factors and information
processing. Research shows 25.7% of killers decide to kill
with a predetermined schedule (13). Critics argue that
crimes committed in emotional arousal (jealousy, sexual
arousal, aggression) cannot be logically explained (14).
Evidence suggests decision-making can be limited by
emotional arousal, cognitive bias, and alcohol or drugs
(14).

Challenging situations (e.g., facing marital infidelity
in collective cultures) with double information

ambiguity about infidelity causes and community
judgment provoke emotional reactions and risk-taking.
Ambiguity and "risk as feeling" sometimes overcome
cognitive assessment and risk analysis (15). Studies show
cognitive and emotional states in information
processing play a significant role in risk identification
and decision-making, depending on the subject’s level
or nature (16-18).

2. Objectives

In total, according to the research literature, there
are two prominent models in decision-making: The
likelihood of increased risk-taking in the face of
ambiguous information and the lack of research on risk-
taking and risky decision-making styles in the context of
marital infidelity in Iran. The main objective of the
present research is to predict risky decision-making
styles in gender assassins and divorce applicants
affected by marital infidelity within a cultural
framework.

3. Materials and Methods

3.1. Participants

The present research employs a descriptive design of
the discriminant analysis type. Discriminant analysis is
a separation method that aims to distinguish
individuals in groups with nominal or ordinal data
using independent variables, ultimately identifying
variables that differentiate groups. The study
community includes all those accused of gender
murders in Ahvaz Prison and those referred to the
relaxation clinic of the Ahvaz Police Center. Therefore,
the prototype of the present study was available to 86
prisoners and individuals referred to the relaxation
clinic of the FARAJA Police Center in Ahvaz.

For a robust discriminant analysis, the sample size in
a differentiation function should be at least four times
the number of independent variables (19). Based on the
ultimatum game and 11 questions related to the high-
risk decision styles questionnaire, the targeted sample
was estimated at 48 people per group, totaling 96
participants. However, due to the withdrawal of 5
gender killers and 5 divorce applicants, 86 prisoners and
referrals to the relaxation clinic of the FARAJA Police
Center in Ahvaz were eventually studied.

In the first step, 43 men accused of gender murder in
Ahvaz Prison completed the discriminant test and the
risky decision-making styles questionnaire. In the
second step, 43 men applying for divorce, referred by
the court to the FARAJA relaxation clinic in Khuzestan
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province, completed the questionnaire. The criteria for
entering this study were: (1) Lack of history of addiction,
and (2) literacy. The criteria for leaving the research
were: (1) Lack of willingness to cooperate, and (2)
incomplete questionnaires.

3.2. Measurements

3.2.1. Ultimatum Game

The test was first developed by Goethe et al. (1982) to
evaluate decisions about choosing less money or
choosing more money over a longer time with a partner
who can be a source of risk. It examines the ability to
delay receiving rewards or the lack thereof. This task is
popular in social cognitive studies, and numerous
neurological studies have demonstrated the activity of
brain centers involved in social decision-making during
its implementation. Imaging studies have shown that
the transplantation of parietal, temporal, and
postsecondary fragments play an important role in this
assignment. This area is related to understanding
situations from another person’s point of view (20).

The test involves imagining you need a colleague to
find a ten-coin treasure. You have two people to choose
from: One you know and one you do not. If the person
you know accepts your offer, you must give half the
coins to them. If the person you failed to know accepts
your offer, you can give them two of the ten coins and
keep eight for yourself. In both cases, if people do not
accept your offer, the entire coin will be lost. Which
person would you choose as a colleague?

Today, trust tests and the ultimatum game are widely
used to measure economic trends based on trust and
risk-taking (21). Both have strong research evidence with
brain imaging and psychosomatic studies, alongside
most psychological tests. The Cronbach’s alpha for this
test is 0.79, and its retest reliability is 0.71 (22). In the
simultaneous study by Nejati and Alipour, this scale’s
correlation with the trust test was 0.81, and its
Cronbach’s alpha was 0.70 (23) (Figure 1).

To score this test, choosing an unfamiliar person is
considered trusting a stranger and making risky
decisions, while choosing a familiar person indicates
not trusting a stranger and making low-risk decisions.

3.2.2. High-risk Decision Styles

The test was designed by Nejati to assess risky
decision-making in social situations. The questionnaire
consists of 11 questions related to social situations,
which participants answer by selecting "yes" or "no" to
four components: Economic risk, life risk,
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adolescence/diversity, and ambiguity. The reliability of
this questionnaire was reported with a Cronbach’s
alpha of 0.67. The convergent correlation of the total
score of this tool with the ultimatum game is 0.25, and
the simultaneous validity of the questionnaire is
desirable using the Spearman correlation method (20).

3.3. Procedure

After receiving the necessary permits from the
university and coordinating with the Applied Research
Center of FARAJA, Khuzestan, the prison and the
relaxation clinic were accessed to complete the
ultimatum game and the high-risk decision-making
styles questionnaire by the participants. Finally, the
statistical software SPSS version 24 was used to process
and analyze the data.

According to the professional ethics code of the
Islamic Republic of Iran Psychological and Counseling
System  Organization, before distributing the
questionnaires to the participants, explanations were
provided about the study's objectives and how to
observe the ethical principles of the research, including
the principle of informed consent, the principle of
minimal risk, and the principle of confidentiality.
Participants were reminded to complete only
descriptive information such as age and education and
refrain from writing names and surnames to observe
these principles. Participants were also given the
opportunity to withdraw from the study at any stage if
they did not wish to continue cooperating. Additionally,
participants were advised that their information would
be preserved by the researcher and that the analysis of
the answers would be conducted in groups without
names or identifiers.

4.Results

The findings are described in Table 1 to provide
general insight into the data and include mean,
standard deviation, score range.

As you can see, the results of Table 1 show that the
highest average with (6.57) health risk belongs to the
group of gender Kkillers, and the lowest average (1.17) is
observed in divorce applicants. It should be noted that
the gender of all participants in the present study was
male.

As shown in Table 2, the significance of the Wilks’
Lambda value (P < 0.001) indicates a meaningful
relationship between the two variable categories
(ultimatum and risky decision styles). Lambda
represents the variance not explained by the model,
therefore, 1-A reveals the effect size of the complete
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Unfamiliar

You: 0 coins You: 5 coins You: 0 coins You: 8 coins
second person second person second person I | second person
0 coins 5 coins 0 coins 2 coins
Reject Accept Reject Accept
Figure 1. Image of ultimatum game
Table 1. Mean and Standard Deviation of Risky Decision-Making Components
Variables and Groups Mean + SD Score Range Qty
Economic vulnerability
Gender killers 5.79+0.85 4-7 43
Divorce applicants 5.88 £1.12 4-8 43
Health risk
Gender killers 6.57+1.05 5-9 43
Divorce applicants 5.51%0.70 4-7 43
Diversification
Gender killers 3.18+0.69 2-4 43
Divorce applicants 2.93+£0.73 2-4 43
Ambiguity
Gender killers 5.78+£0.87 4-8 43
Divorce applicants 5.79+0.94 4-8 43
Ultimatum
Gender killers 1.90+0.83 2-7 43
Divorce applicants 117+ 0.96 1-4 43

model in the matrix r%. Based on this, the effect size of a
conventional function of analysis is equal to 1- 0.721 =

0.279. This effect size represents the value of the
common variance between the two categories of
variables that the full model can explain. Therefore, the
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Table 2. Eigenvalues and Wilks' Lambda

Function Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative %

Canonical Correlation

Wilks’ Lambda Chi-Square df P-Value

1 0.388° 100.0 100.0

0.529 0.721 26.873 5 0.001

21tis statistically significant.

Table 3. Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients and Structure Matrix

Standardized Structure Matrix
Variables - -
Function 1 Function1

Ultimatum game 0.806 0.768
Health risk 0.510 0.489
Seeking diversity 0.081 0.044
Ambiguity 0.069 -0.032
Economic vulnerability -0.230 -00.007

model obtained in this study explains 28% of the
variance between risk variables and the high-risk
decision style. In Table 3, the value of the first function
shows a greater mean difference in the groups in
question.

Table 3 presents the standard coefficients and
structural coefficients for the set of variables in the first
function. According to Allport and Patterson (24), only
variables with structural coefficients of at least 30% are
considered and interpreted. In this context, the contents
of Table 3 indicate that in the first function, the end of
the argument (structural coefficient, 0.768) and health
risk (structural coefficient, 0.489) have a greater
contribution to the linear composition of the predictive
variables. In other words, the ultimatum and health risk
have effectively distinguished between the groups being
examined.

As shown in Table 4, in the murderer group, 65.1% and
in the divorce applicants’ group, 72.1% are correctly
classified. Additionally, on average, 68.6% of the grouped
individuals (murderers and people applying for divorce)
are properly classified.

5. Discussion

The present study aimed to predict risky decision-
making styles in gender killers and divorce applicants
affected by marital infidelity. The findings show a
significant difference in the ultimatum game (risk-
taking) and the health risk component between the
groups examined, with no significant difference
observed in other components of risky decision-making,
such as ambiguity, diversification, and economic risk,
between the two groups. The findings suggest that, in
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the face of marital infidelity, gender killers can be
distinguished from divorce applicants based on the
ultimatum game and health risk.

Although no research has yet been conducted to
assess risky decision-making styles in gender killers and
divorce applicants affected by marital infidelity, the
current results align with some research (25-31) on the
interference of emotion and cognition in decision-
making problems and high-risk behaviors among
offenders. In other words, criminals often follow risky
and impulsive decision styles due to cognitive errors in
information processing and emotional regulation
failures. Traditionally, it was thought that risk
recognition and decision-making involved mental
calculations encompassing only the probability of
decision outcomes and their evaluation (32). However,
recent research literature concludes that risk
recognition and decision-making are a combination of
two different processes: Rapid and automated
information processing (system 1) and slow and
voluntary information processing (system 2) (33, 34).
Risk-taking involves both "risk as analysis" (system 2)
and 'risk as feeling" (system 1) systems (33). This
interaction between cognition and emotion is called the
dual process of processing risk information (35).

In challenging situations, people must first process
experience and feedback to assess potential risks and
rewards associated with specific decision-making
options. Feedback processing, along with probabilities
and "emotions" for specific options, can play an
important role in participants’ performance in tests
such as the completion of the argument. Sanfey et al.
were the first to examine the neurological basis of
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Table 4. Predicted Group Membership *

Groups No. (%) Qty
15(34.9)
Murdered 43(100.0)
28(65.1)
12(27.9)
Divorced 43(100.0)
31(72.1)

268.6% of original grouped cases correctly classified.

motivational contradictions during the risk-taking
process and decision-making in the ultimatum game.
They argue that the decision to ignore a small financial
gain proposed by the audience is a response to negative
emotions caused by the proposer’s unfair behavior in
dividing primary financial resources (36). Evidence
suggests that social rewards from confronting violators
of positive norms (such as lack of fairness) can activate
brain areas associated with the reward system (such as
the putamen) despite financial losses (37, 38).

In explaining the higher scores of gender killers in
the ultimatum game, it seems that when unfair
economic proposals are rejected by the killers to adhere
to the norm of fairness, it can prevent the audience
(researcher) from repeating subsequent unfair
proposals. According to the findings of the present
study, marital infidelity seems to be considered unfair to
killers, activating system 1, i.e., risk as emotion. Risk-
taking also prevents the repetition of unfair behavior,
emotional regulation, and serves as a reward. Dual
processing approaches in risk information processing
suggest that both cognitive and emotional processing
systems interact in risk recognition and decision-
making, although responses to different situation
characteristics may vary from person to person (39, 40).
Emotional, cognitive, risk recognition, and decision-
making are involved in risk decision-making depending
on the situation, context, and content of the layout. In
emotional processing, individuals rely on visual
considerations based on emotional effects, while in
cognitive processing, they are more sensitive to
analytical considerations such as probabilities and
numbers (33).

Damasio’s study (41) on brain damage in the middle
ventricular cortex of the forehead is of particular
importance, leading to the formation of the somatic
marker hypothesis in decision-making. According to
this theory, people implicitly use physical changes
caused by decision results in the decision-making
process. When it comes to marital infidelity, if the
physiological and physical aspects of negative emotions
are properly recognized and processed by killers, they

can make efficient decisions. Emotional processing is
subconscious, automated, and effortless, with risk
recognition occurring based on visual cues and
reconciling cues with schemas stored in long-term
memory (42). This process is often described as an
"inner feeling" and uses schematics that provide speed
to risky decision-making (43, 44).

Health-related cognitive and emotional schemas play
a crucial role in determining which signs and sources of
information to consider, which to ignore, and when to
take risks. Detailed inferences of schematics (or recipes)
are formed through frequent exposure and learning in
early life environments, guiding human behavior in
challenging situations. Biases in processing health-
related information can lead some people to perceive
hostility or provocation, observed in heat-of-passion
homicides. A health risk is the chance or likelihood that
something will harm or otherwise affect people’s health.
Risk doesn’t mean something bad will definitely
happen; it’s just a possibility. Several characteristics,
called risk factors, affect whether health risks are high
or low. Understanding health risks is key to making
informed decisions, providing perspective on potential
harms and benefits, and enabling smart choices based
on facts rather than fears.

5.1. Conclusions

Overall, according to the results obtained, the
different scores achieved in the ultimatum game by
gender killers and divorce applicants may be attributed
to the varying activity of both the "risk as analysis" (i.e.,
system 2) and the "risk as feeling" (i.e., system 1) systems.
Additionally, a study (29) showed that exposure to high
levels of violence can lead to the formation of "a style of
information processing with being on the alert to
hostile signs and beliefs". Similarly, cultural roots and
different social interactions in health risk can confirm a
hostile-world schema through certain biases (45).

Therefore, it seems that the analysis and
interpretation of the negative aspects of marital
infidelity (risk-taking system 2) and the hostile meaning
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of social cues, such as questions and taunts from others
(risk-taking system 1), along with health risk-taking, play
a fundamental role in the aggressive response of gender
killers. By evaluating risky decision-making styles in
individuals who have been victims of marital infidelity,
an important step can be taken in the prognosis and
screening of potential future murders.

Each study has limitations that affect the
generalization of findings. Among the limitations of the
present study is the assessment of decision-making
styles of killers based on self-reporting tools (risky
decision-making styles questionnaire). Additionally, due
to the possibility of statistical regression and the small
sample size, results should be generalized with caution.

In line with Damasio’s theory of somatic markers in
emotion processing, it is suggested that future research
investigate other factors affecting risky decision-
making, including problems in emotion processing
such as alexithymia in gender murderers. Future studies
should also explore additional factors influencing risky
decision-making, including emotion processing issues
like alexithymia, in gender killers.

Footnotes

Authors' Contribution: Bahram Peymannia designed
the study, conducted data collection, drafted the
introduction, method, and discussion sections, and
revised the manuscript. Kioumars Beshlideh designed
the study, conducted data collection, revised the

manuscript, and designed the figure. Bahram
Peymannia also supervised the study. Fatemeh
Khodadadeh conducted all statistical analyses,
interpreted the data, and drafted the results section.
Fatemeh Khodadadeh also participated in data
collection. Bahram Peymannia revised the final

manuscript and provided critical feedback.

Conflict of Interests Statement: The authors declare
no conflict of interest.

Data Availability: The dataset presented in the study
is available on request from the corresponding author
during submission or after publication. The data are not
publicly available due to privacy and ethics.

Ethical Approval: The study was approved by the
Ethics Committee of Shahid Chamarn University of
Ahvaz (IR.SCU.REC.1402.023 ).

Funding/Support: The present study received no
funding from any organizations in the commercial,
public and non-profit sectors.

Int ] High Risk Behav Addict. 2025;14(3): e140457

Informed Consent: Written informed consent was
obtained from the participants.

References

1. Soltanzadeh Rezamahalleh M. Predicting attitudes toward marital
infidelity based on attachment and perfectionism styles. | Mod
Psychol. 2021;1(1):51-64.

2. Haseli A, Shariati M, Nazari AM, Keramat A, Emamian MH. Infidelity
and Its Associated Factors: A Systematic Review. | Sex Med.
2019;16(8):1155-69. [PubMed ID: 31196837].
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsxm.2019.04.011.

3. Sly K. The Mental Health Impact of Infidelity in Marriages: A Literature
Review [Thesis]. Los Angeles, California: California State University,
Northridge; 2021.

4. Zare B, Ghanemi M. [Investigating the Social Factors Affecting the
"Deathly Hallowed"at Azadegan Plain]. J Faculty Literature Hum Sci.
2006;15:58-9. FA.

5. Karami G, Maleki A, Zahedi Mazandarani M]. [Sociological
Explanation of the Phenomenon of Honor Killings (for the Sake of
Honor) in Khuzestan Province during 2011-2015]. Quarterly | Soc Dev
(Previously Hum Dev). 2019;13(3):81-116. FA.
https://doi.org/10.22055/qjsd.2019.14563.

6. Mirnagizade MH, KochakBeigi A, Safari A. [Murder in the state of
emotional state injurisprudence and criminal law of Iran]. J Legal
Legal Sari. 2018;2(7):29-47. FA.

7. Kulczycki A, Windle S. Honor killings in the Middle East and North
Africa: a systematic review of the literature. Violence Against Women.
2011;17(11):1442-64. [PubMed ID: 22312039].
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801211434127.

8. Gartner R, McCarthy B. The Oxford Handbook of Gender, Sex, and Crime.
Oxford, England: Oxford University Press; 2014.

9. DLima T, Solotaroff JL, Pande RP. For the Sake of Family and
Tradition: Honour Killings in India and Pakistan. Indian | Women Soc
Change. 2020;5(1):22-39. https:|/doi.org/10.1177/2455632719880852.

10. Goldstein MA. The biological roots of heat-of-passion crimes and
honor killings. Politics Life Sci. 2002;21(2):28-37. [PubMed ID:
16859346].

1. Glimcher PW. Neuroeconomics: Decision making and the brain. New
York, USA: Academic Press; 2013.

12. Brand M, Labudda K, Markowitsch HJ. Neuropsychological correlates
of decision-making in ambiguous and risky situations. Neural Netw.
2006;19(8):1266-76. [PubMed ID: 16942857).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neunet.2006.03.001.

13. Cornish DB, Clarke RV. The rational choice approach. In: Wortley RW,
Mazerolle LG, editors. Environmental criminology and crime analysis.
Oxford, England: Routledge; 2008. p. 21-47.

14. Wortley R. Rational choice and offender decision making: lessons
from the cognitive sciences. In: Leclerc B, Worltley R, editors.
Cognition and Crime. Oxford, England: Routledge; 2013. p. 237-52.

15. Loewenstein G, Lerner JS. The Role of Affect in Decision Making. In:
Davidson R, Scherer KR, Goldsmith H, editors. Handbook of Affective
Sciences. Oxford, England: Oxford University Press; 2002. 0 p.
https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780195126013.003.0031.

16. Grecucci A, Giorgetta C, Van't Wout M, Bonini N, Sanfey AG.
Reappraising the ultimatum: an fMRI study of emotion regulation
and decision making. Cereb Cortex. 2013;23(2):399-410. [PubMed ID:
22368088]. https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhs028.

17. Van Gelder JL, Elffers H, Reynald D, Nagin D. Affect and cognition in
criminal decision making. In: Van Gelder JL, Elffers H, Reynald D,


https://brieflands.com/articles/ijhrba-140457
https://ethics.research.ac.ir/ProposalCertificateEn.php?id=397679
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31196837
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsxm.2019.04.011
https://doi.org/10.22055/qjsd.2019.14563
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22312039
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801211434127
https://doi.org/10.1177/2455632719880852
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16859346
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16942857
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neunet.2006.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780195126013.003.0031
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22368088
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhs028

Peymannia B et al.

Brieflands

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

3L

Nagin D, editors. Affect and cognition in criminal decision making.
London, England: Routledge; 2014.

Brookman F, Wright M. Deciding' to kill: Cognition, affect and
homicide. In: Bernasco W, Elffers H, van Gelder JL, editors. The Oxford
handbook of offender decision making. Oxford, England: Oxford
University Press; 2014.

Davis JC, Sampson R]. Statistics and data analysis in geology. 646. New
York, USA: Wiley New York; 1986.

Nejati V. [Risky decision making in social situations: Designing an
implicit test and evaluation of its psychometric properties]. | Appl
Psychol. 2013;1(25):101-14. FA.

Bechler C, Green L, Myerson . Proportion offered in the Dictator and
Ultimatum Games decreases with amount and social distance. Behav
Processes. 2015;115:149-55. [PubMed ID: 25862989].
https://doi.org[10.1016/j.beproc.2015.04.003.

Gabay AS, Radua J, Kempton MJ], Mehta MA. The Ultimatum Game and
the brain: a meta-analysis of neuroimaging studies. Neurosci
Biobehav ~ Rev.  2014;47:549-58.  [PubMed ID:  25454357].
https://doi.org[10.1016/j.neubiorev.2014.10.014.

Nejati V, Alipour E [Development of trust in a sample of Iranian
children)]. Clin Psychol Stud. 2017;8(27):71-88. FA.

Alpert MI, Peterson RA. On the interpretation of canonical analysis. |
Market Res.1972;9(2):187-92.

Felson RB, Massoglia M. When Is Violence Planned? | Interpersonal
Violence. 2011;27(4):753-74. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260511423238.

Bouffard JA. The influence of emotion on rational decision making in
sexual aggression. ] Criminal Justice. 2002;30(2):121-34.

Jacobs BA, Wright R. Bounded rationality, retaliation, and the spread
of urban violence. ] Interpersonal Violence. 2010;25(10):1739-66.
Fontaine RG. Reactive cognition, reactive emotion: Toward a more
psychologically-informed understanding of reactive homicide.
Psychol, Public Policy, Law. 2008;14(4):243.

McMahon SD, Felix ED, Halpert JA, Petropoulos LA. Community
violence exposure and aggression among urban adolescents: Testing
a cognitive mediator model. ] Commun Psychol. 2009;37(7):895-910.
Collins R. Violence. Oxfordshire, England: Princeton University Press;
2008. https:[/doi.org[10.1515/9781400831753.

Gutnik LA, Hakimzada AF, Yoskowitz NA, Patel VL. The role of
emotion in decision-making: a cognitive neuroeconomic approach
towards understanding sexual risk behavior. | Biomed Inform.
2006;39(6):720-36. [PubMed ID: 16759915].
https://doi.org[10.1016/j.jbi.2006.03.002.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

Visschers VH, Wiedemann PM, Gutscher H, Kurzenhauser S, Seidl R,
Jardine CG, et al. Affect-inducing risk communication: current
knowledge and future directions. ] Risk Res. 2012;15(3):257-71.

Slovic P, Peters E, Finucane ML, Macgregor DG. Affect, risk, and
decision making. Health Psychol. 2005;24(4s):S35-40. [PubMed ID:
16045417). https:|/doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.24.4.535.

Mukherjee K. A dual system model of preferences under risk. Psychol
Rev. 2010;117(1):243-55. [PubMed ID: 20063971].
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017884.

Wang Y, Highhouse S, Lake CJ, Petersen NL, Rada TB. Meta-analytic
investigations of the relation between intuition and analysis. | Behav
Decision Making. 2017;30(1):15-25.

Sanfey AG, Rilling JK, Aronson JA, Nystrom LE, Cohen ]D. The Neural
Basis of Economic Decision-Making in the Ultimatum Game. Science.
2003;300(5626):1755-8. https:|/doi.org/10.1126/science.1082976.

Bhanji JP, Delgado MR. The social brain and reward: social
information processing in the human striatum. WIREs Cognitive Sci.
2013;5(1):61-73. https://doi.org[10.1002/wcs.1266.

de Quervain DJ, Fischbacher U, Treyer V, Schellhammer M, Schnyder
U, Buck A, et al. The neural basis of altruistic punishment. Science.
2004;305(5688):1254-8. [PubMed ID: 15333831].
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1100735.

Lerner ]S, Keltner D. Fear, anger, and risk. J Personality Soc Psychol.
2001;81(1):146-59. https://doi.org[10.1037/0022-3514.81.1.146.

Hodgkinson GP, Clarke I. Conceptual note: Exploring the cognitive
significance of organizational strategizing: A dual-process
framework and research agenda. Human Relations. 2007;60(1):243-55.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726707075297.

Damasio AR. The somatic marker hypothesis and the possible
functions of the prefrontal cortex. Philosophical Transactions Royal Soc
London. Series B: Biol Sci. 1997;351(1346):1413-20.
https://doi.org[10.1098/rstb.1996.0125.

Thompson V, Morsanyi K. Analytic thinking: do you feel like it? Mind
Soc. 2012;11(1):93-105. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11299-012-0100-6.

Evans JS. Dual-processing accounts of reasoning, judgment, and
social cognition. Annu Rev Psychol. 2008;59:255-78. [PubMed ID:
18154502]. https:[/doi.org[10.1146/annurev.psych.59.103006.093629.
Nee C, Ward T. Review of expertise and its general implications for
correctional psychology and criminology. Aggression Violent Behav.
2015;20:1-9. https:[/doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2014.12.002.

Anderson CA, Huesmann LR. Human aggression: A social-cognitive
view. In: Hogg MA, Cooper ], editors. The Sage handbook of social
psychology. ThousandOaks, California: Sage Publications; 2007. p.
259-87.

Int ] High Risk Behav Addict. 2025; 14(3): 140457


https://brieflands.com/articles/ijhrba-140457
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25862989
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2015.04.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25454357
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2014.10.014
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260511423238
https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400831753
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16759915
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbi.2006.03.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16045417
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.24.4.S35
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20063971
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017884
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1082976
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcs.1266
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15333831
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1100735
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.1.146
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726707075297
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.1996.0125
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11299-012-0100-6
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18154502
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.59.103006.093629
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2014.12.002

