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Abstract

People have different identities and roles, many of which have conflicting demands. Drawing on
the emerging literature on how individuals manage multiple identities and roles, this study
examines how individual differences in role integration (or perceived compatibility between
conflicting roles) relate to how people handle conflict. I hypothesized that higher levels of
identity integration will be related to behaviors that integrate multiple identities. A study was
conducted where a sample of Israeli participants read a vignette about a commander in the Israeli
army and an underperforming soldier in the unit, who is also a friend. Participants were asked to
imagine that they are the commander, and provided a verbal response to the underperforming
soldier. These verbal responses were coded for the frequency of strategies and different types of
politeness used in each response. Participants also filled out an 8-item identity integration scale,
which measured their perceived compatibility between commander and friend roles.
Correlational and regression analyses showed that identity integration was negatively associated
with politeness; that is, people who were more likely to integrate their commander and friend
roles were more direct, and less polite, when dealing with the underperforming soldier. These
results are consistent with previous research showing that, unlike Americans, Israelis value
directness in their friendships, while Americans value indirectness and avoidance. These results
show that cultural values and norms of communications may influence the relationship between

role integration and behaviors.

Keywords: identity integration, identity management, politeness strategies, conflict,

distance, directness, cultural values, norms of communication
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Have you ever wondered why some people in a conflict respond honestly and directly,
while others beat around the bush, making it seem like there is no conflict at all? In 1978, Brown
and Levinson first presented their Politeness Theory, which discussed the nature of politeness as
a mode of communication, and aimed to address the overall composition of ones responses and
the universal patterns of human language. This sociolinguistic theory is important as it can
measure directness and politeness strategies used in everyday speech. To some, politeness can
avoid offending the other person’s feelings and can be the easiest way to avoid tension (Kasper,
1990). For others, politeness may be seen as unfruitful for finding a solution because politeness
rarely addresses the issue directly (Blum-Kulka & Kasper, 1989). In this thesis, I propose and
test the idea that politeness is related to individual differences in how multiple roles are
integrated. For example, an employee may be caught between appeasing their boss by working
late or supporting his family by going home early for a familial obligation, which creates role-
conflict situations (Benet-Martinez & Haritatos, 2005; Cheng & Lee, 2009). Because both
employer and family identities are important in shaping one’s identity, examining situations
where two aspects of the identity are being pulled may shed light on how individuals manage
these role conflicts through their speech or verbal behaviors. In developing my hypothesis, |
review the literatures on identity integration, cultural values, politeness, and cultural norms of

communication.

Identity Integration. Identity integration (II) refers to individual differences in how
well one’s multiple identities blend into each other (Benet-Martinez & Haritatos, 2005). People
with high levels of identity integration perceive their many identities— such as being a member
in a family, workplace, an ethnicity and a culture—as more compatible or integrated with each

other. In contrast, people with low II perceive their multiple identities as conflicting when two or
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more of their identities are simultaneously presented, and choose to keep their identities separate
(Benet-Martinez & Haritatos, 2005). Especially in regards to bicultural and multiracial identity
integration, individuals experience differences in how they identify with their previous and
current cultures. Results found that identity integration can be divided into two constructs:
cultural conflict, which is an emotional reaction engendering a feeling of conflict and pressure to
blend one’s identities, and cultural distance, which cognitively identifies the degree of overlap
(or separation) of one’s identities, highlighting each identity in different contexts (Benet-
Martinez & Haritatos, 2005; Cheng & Lee, 2009; Miramontez, Benet-Martinez, & Nguyen,

2008).

Taken together, higher levels of identity integration have predicted more creativity
(Cheng, Sanchez-Burks & Lee, 2008; Mok & Morris, 2010), openness to new experiences,
agreeableness, lower stress levels, and extraversion (Benet-Martinez & Haritatos, 2005). In this
paper, | examine how identity integration is related to verbal communication strategies. Just as
high IIs perceive their multiple identities as compatible, they will also perceive the
communication norms of each identity to be compatible. As such, their verbal communication
will reflect norms associated with both identities. To examine verbal communication, I draw on

Politeness Theory, which is discussed in the next section.

Politeness and Norms of Communication. Politeness is a linguistic research theory that
describes how social dynamics are reflected in our everyday speech or verbal discourse (Brown
& Levinson, 1978). Unlike the colloquial presumption that politeness is in reference to manners
and pleasantries, researchers agree that politeness is a strategic method used to avoid conflict by
saving face for others and showing concern for them, while also maintaining clarity on the issue

(Blum-Kulka, 1987). We need politeness when we criticize others, give negative feedback, or do
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things that threaten people’s ego and face, so as to allow social interactions to communicate face-
threatening information while simultaneously showing concern for others. Indeed, using
politeness strategies in resolving a conflict does not abate the message’s overall meaning, even if

our response is mostly using indirect language (Lee, 1993).

What is considered polite, or socially normative, depends on the roles we take. Some
roles require us to be more direct, using on-record and positive politeness strategies, such as a
boss chastising a worker, whereas other roles require us to be less direct, using negative
politeness and off-record strategies, such as a mother who wishes to express concern for her son.
Yet, how does someone encompassing both roles, such as a female boss who’s son is her
employee, manage the conflicting politeness norms associated with each role? It is in this
scenario that identity integration plays an integral role. If this mother possesses a higher 11, then
she can utilize both direct and indirect strategies in both roles. However, if she has a low I, she
will be more direct when speaking to her son while at work, because her inability to fully
integrate her maternal role will impede on her ability to use those indirect politeness strategies
(Batson, Sager, Garst, Kang, Rubchinsky, & Dawson, 1997; Benet-Martinez & Haritatos, 2005).
In a similar study conducted with an American sample, results showed that higher II led to more
polite or indirect statements (Henderson & Lee, 2012). However, is this a universal occurrence
or simply a cultural phenomenon? I argue that there are cultural differences in reflecting

politeness.

Research has supported that this conceptualization of verbal politeness or indirectness as
a way to show concern for others may not be universal. Blum-Kulka argues that there is, in fact,
a distinction between these categories. In four experiments conducted in the Cross-Cultural

Speech Act Realization Patterns project, Blum-Kulka (1987) found that Hebrew and English
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speakers differ in their interpretation of how polite it is to communicate one’s intentions through
hints. An example, taken from the study, is alluding to one’s displeasure that the driveway is
crowded, instead of directly stating that the car needs to be moved (Blum-Kulka, 1987).
Important results found that English-speaking participants rated hinting as more polite than
Hebrew participants. It can be seen that Hebrew speakers view indirect statements as a less polite

strategy to use, whereas English speakers hold converse opinions.

In another study, House, Blum-Kulka, and Kasper (1989) accounted for differences in
directness by finding that Israelis are more direct than Germans when upholding the same social
status or power role. Indeed, Israelis believe that using indirect forms of speech is insincere on
behalf of the speaker and interferes with cultural values of openness and honesty (Katriel, 1986).
This suggests that indirectness may be considered differentially effective in showing concern for
others across cultures and language (Kasper, 1990). In particular, for Israelis, indirectness, or on-
record polite forms of speech, is viewed as less polite and exhibiting less care and concern for

others compared to typical indirect strategies (Blum-Kulka, 1987).

Thus, I propose that, unlike Americans, Israelis’ socio-linguistic norms of verbal
communication would lead them to use more direct verbal strategies with friends, or in
relationships where they want to show concern for the other person. Thus, Israeli bosses who
have integrated their boss and friend roles will show less indirectness. In short, the relationship

between II and politeness will be opposite from that observed in Americans.

Cultural Values. Milton Rokeach first pioneered the concept a universal values,
indicating that there are 36 values that can be applied to people across the globe (Schwartz,

1992). Schwartz’ value theory, which has substantial empirical support across dozens of cultures,



POLITENESS IN CONFLICT 7

amalgamated Milton Rokeach’s 36 values into ten motivationally driven values (Schwartz, 1992).
Values have contributed to affecting an individual’s perception and interpretation of information
about the world, as well as altering one’s long term behavior (Sagiv, Schwartz, & Arieli, 2010).
However, Bardi and Schwartz (2003) found that even though values motivate behavior, this
relationship is moderated by the social norms to perform certain behaviors in a given context.
Indeed, cultural values that are emphasized by members of society have been found to influence
individuals’ personal values (Sagiv & Schwartz, 1997). Thus, the more external pressure and
social norms there are, the weaker the relationship is between values and behavior, and the

stronger the relationship becomes between behavior and social norms (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003).

Roccas and Sagiv (2010) found similar results when taking a cross-cultural perspective.
They agreed that values and behavior are moderated not only by contextual social norms, but
also by cultural norms. These cultural differences can explain a disparity between the usage and
strength of values to guide behavior and the cultural difference in the meaning of specific
behaviors (Roccas & Sagiv, 2010). Another longitudinal study concluded that Israel and United
States samples were congruent for all seven value domains tested: prosocial, restrictive
conformity, enjoyment, achievement, maturity, self-direction, and security (Schwartz & Bilksy,
1990). However, even though national values may be similar, one’s “politeness potential” is
influenced more by the context of the situation than by values, whereby specific situations play
more of a role in utilizing certain politeness strategies over the overarching value systems (Blum-
Kulka 1987; Kasper, 1990). Thus, politeness strategies and norms around directness in verbal
communication are to be considered more influential on the individual’s sense of identity in this

role-conflict scenario.
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Method

I analyzed a vignette study where participants are asked to visualize themselves as a
commander in the Israeli Defense Force, who has to talk to his friend, who is also soldier in his
unit, about underperforming on the job. Participants had to respond with what they would say to
the friend/soldier, and I coded these responses for politeness/indirectness. Participants also filled

out eight questions regarding the commander and friend identities, to determine their II score.

Participants

The Israeli data was collected at both Open and Hebrew Universities, located in Israel.
Participants took part in this study as partial fulfillment for a course requirement. The mean age
for participants is 23.5 years old. There are 45.6%, n = 26, men and 54.4%, n = 31 females. Of
these 57 Israelis, 50 have participated in military service whereas 7 did not. Furthermore, 46
people spoke Hebrew as their mother tongue and 9 learned another language first. Lastly, the
mean years living in Israel is 22.6, with a minimum of 5 years and a maximum of 29, which

indicates that the vast majority of participants lived in Israel for their whole lives.

Materials

The survey includes the following sections, presented in this order:

Vignette Scenario Survey. This vignette, created in Hebrew, describes a scenario about
a commander of a unit in the Israeli Defense Force, who is excited that his friend has joined his
unit. Initially the friend completes all the tasks, but after a while he does not carry his weight and
even ruins some friendships in the unit (see Appendix A). Thus, the role of the commander

requires the protagonist to maintain unity and success, but the role of a friend requires the
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protagonist to show care and concern for his friend. After reading the vignette, participants were
asked to take the role of the protagonist in the vignette, and write down all the actions he/she
would take to solve the conflicting situation. Participants were also asked to indicate what they
would verbally say to their friend. Because citizens of Israel have mandatory army service, this

vignette is particularly relatable to survey participants.

Identity Integration Scale. Second, participants rated their levels of identity integration.
There were eight different statements and a Likert Scale ranging from 1-7, completely agree to
completely disagree (see Appendix B). This scale has been adapted from Benet-Martinez and
Haritatos (2005) Bicultural Identity Integration (BII) scale. This version of the scale has been
modified so instead of asking about perceived compatibility between two cultural identities, it
asked about 2 other roles—commander/boss and friend. BII has been successful and shown good
reliability and validity in previous studies, which confirmed its inclusion in this study. These
statements addressed each specific scenario, asking if one is able to integrate one’s identity as a
commander and friend, or if one finds it difficult. Other statements rated what one considers a
good friend or commander. The higher the participants’ answers were on the scale, the higher
their II score became. Overall these statements will be important when compared to their

responses to the conflicting situation and measuring politeness.

Coding Procedure

The verbal responses participants provided were coded using the Politeness Coding
Protocol (see Appendix C). The standard coding protocol for verbal politeness in speech, created
in English, measures eight different items: how long the statement was, which politeness

strategies were used (on-record/impolite, positive politeness, negative politeness, off-
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record/polite), how many politeness strategies were used in the response, the overall politeness
category code which measures which strategy was used most frequently, and the coders’ overall
opinion of the how polite the entire string was. Three coders, including myself, who are

proficient in both Hebrew and English, coded the verbal responses using this protocol.

Independent and Dependent Measures

The independent variable in this study is the identity integration score. The eight items
measuring identity integration is averaged (after reverse coding appropriate items) to form a
single identity integration score. The results between the eight statements were reliable, a = .850.
Conflict and distance subscales were also created based on previous research showing these two

subscales, and these scores were also reliable, o = .797 and a = .653, respectively.

The dependent variables are overall measure of politeness used, the frequencies of each
strategy used, the number of politeness strategies used in each response, and the average word
count, or length, of each response. I ran descriptive statistics tests to make sure that there was no
peculiar data or any outliers, and that the means and medians were close together, confirming a

more even distribution, as shown in Table 1.

Data Analysis Procedures

I analyzed the data by performing the reliability analysis, and found the rating of the
three coders to be reliable, Chronbach’s word count a = 1.0, on-record, o = .905, positive
politeness, o = .865, negative politeness, a = .881, off-record, a = .825, politeness strategy, a
= .851, politeness category, a = .848, and politeness overall, a = .878. One dependent variable,

politeness categorization, which describes the overall politeness strategy used, was a categorical
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variable, and thus I needed to create dummy codes for each of the four politeness categories, on-

record, positive politeness, negative politeness, and off-record.

Thereafter, I ran two correlation tests. The first test was an intercorrelation between the
averaged politeness variables and the new dummy codes, n = 11, which measured the
relationship between the types and frequencies of politeness used, the length of the statement,
and the overall type of politeness used for the entire response. I also ran a correlation test
between the average score for all the politeness variables, n = 8, and the participant’s average
identity integration score, distance integration score, and conflict integration score, n = 3. The
purpose of this test was to examine the relationship between identity integration and politeness

strategies used in a conflict.

Results

Of the 101 participants who partook in the study, only 57 responses were direct verbal
communication strategies said from the commander to the friend. The remaining 44 responses
were recorded in the third person, which made coding for politeness impossible, and were

consequently removed from the analysis.

Correlations Analyses. Table 2 shows the intercorrelation between the key variables.
There were no significant correlations between the five control variables and average overall
politeness. There were, however, significant correlations among the politeness strategies. Overall
politeness was negatively correlated with whether participants used on-record strategies (the
least polite and most indirect option), » = -.561, p < .01, but positively correlated with whether
participants used more polite or indirect options such as using negative strategies, » = .395, p

< .01, and using off-record strategies r = .422, p <.01.
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Word count was significantly correlated with on-record/impolite , » = .348, p < .01, as
well as word count and positive politeness, » = .415, p < .01, and number of politeness strategies
used, r =.351, p <.01. These results indicate that the less polite one is, the longer one’s

responses became.

Overall politeness rating. As Table 2 shows, the correlations between II and each
politeness variable were significant. As hypothesized, the overall identity integration score was
negatively correlated with average overall politeness, » =-.310, p < .05, indicating that people
who were higher on identity integration were less likely to polite or indirect. Similarly, the two
identity integration subscales—distance and conflict, where higher levels indicate less distance
and conflict or more politeness/indirectness—were also negatively correlated with average

overall politeness, r = -.291, p <.05, and r = -.354, p < .01, respectively.

Similar trends were observed with categorical ratings of whether participants used each
strategy, which can be seen by analyzing the dummy codes. As hypothesized, overall II, was
positively correlated with the on-record or most impolite strategy, » =.3635, p < .01, meaning
that people with higher identity integration are more likely to use this particular strategy. Results
showed the opposite effect between overall II and off-record or the most polite strategy, with
marginally significant results, » = -.235, p > .05. Positive politeness and negative politeness
codes were not significant, although II is positively correlated with distance, » = .930, p < .01, as

well as conflict, » = .805, p <.01.

Regression Analyses. Linear regression analyses were used to test the relationship
between overall identity integration on overall politeness, with five control variables: participants’

age, gender, military service (whether they served), whether Hebrew was their first language,
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and how many years he/she lived in Israel. As hypothesized, identity integration was a

significant predictor of overall politeness, with a significance level of p < .05 for each analysis.
None of the other covariates were significant predictors of overall politeness, except for Hebrew
as the first language, which was a significant predictor of overall politeness, 5 =-.696, t = -.2.776,
p < .05. This result implies a linguistic significance to the study, as language was the only
variable that accounted for variance of the data. The main effect of II in this analysis, f=-.277, ¢
=-.2.722, p < .01, was still higher than the control variable, indicating that II was more

influential in predicting politeness.

Discussion

The study aimed to assess the relationship between identity integration and politeness
strategies used in a conflict that pulls at two aspects of a participants’ identity. Results found that
there is a negative correlation between identity integration and overall politeness. In other words,
participants who integrated their boss and friend identities were less polite (or less indirect) when
criticizing the soldier. As mentioned, this trend was opposite to what was found in past studies
with American participants, suggesting that verbal strategies used for politeness can be
interpreted in different ways across cultures. Results also found that there is a positive
correlation between the frequencies of strategies used and the overall category of politeness for
the response. Additionally, the more impolite strategies used, the longer the response was.
Contrary to predictions based on the Politeness Theory, these surprising results may be attributed
to the fact that impolite people speak directly and are choosing to get their point across, which
uses more words than a more polite response that sidesteps the real issue and therefore may save
face by speaking less (Brown & Levinson, 1978; Holtgaves, 1986). Additionally, the longer one

speaks, the more opportunity one has to use multiple strategies. However, because these results
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are different than other researchers’ findings, future research should continue to explore the

impact of types of language on response length.

Indeed, even though Israeli cultural values are generally very similar to the United States,
previous research has shown that Israeli norms of communication may highlight honesty and
directness among people who care about each other, whereas American norms of communication
emphasize indirectness and couching in the same relationships. Because the study vignette was
created to prime cultural rather than international or universal norms, cultural norms and values
are embedded in the scenario, which makes the these values more prominent. Furthermore, since
speaking Hebrew as one’s mother tongue was the only significant control variable in the data,

results provide linguistic implications.

Taking other people’s perspectives and understanding their feelings and actions can
contribute to an increase in helping and understanding others as well as taking moral actions
(Batson et al., 2003; Batson, Sager, Garst, Kang, Rubchinsky, & Dawson, 1997; Davis, Conklin,
Smith, & Luce, 1996). This form of “self-other identification™ can be important understanding
one’s points of view which may enable people to assuage a conflict (Batson, Sager, Garst, Kang,
Rubchinsky, & Dawson, 1997, p. 495). Even in teams, perspective taking can positively impact
conflict management by perceiving conflict as task-oriented rather than people-oriented, which
places the blame on the task and minimizes intolerance towards an individual (Sessa, 1996).
Since identity integration is related to norms of communication and a high II allows for increased
perspective taking, study results implied that participants with high II took others’ perspectives

and provided a response that they too would want to hear.
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Evidently, both Israel and the United States have similar values, yet language is not
considered when analyzing similarities in values. Consequently, norms of communication
between these cultures may be different, as there may be a difference between the definition of
politeness and what context it is most appropriately used. Regarding the study, an individual,
being a commander and a friend, may care tremendously for his/her friend, but may feel like
being direct, and therefore “impolite” according to the American definition, may be the best way
to solve the problem and express their love and concern. In contrast, individuals from the United
States may believe that being “polite” is the best way to express their concern, as they do not
want to hurt their friends’ feelings. Thus, participants in both cultures are still expressing

themselves in a polite and caring way, even if the definitions of politeness vary across cultures.

Limitations and Future Research

There were, however, some limitations to this study. Most importantly, a direct
comparison needs to be done between the Israeli and American samples to statistically compare
these samples. Even though different studies show different results, there are no statistical
comparisons to strengthen this argument. Second, given that the interpretation of our results
hinges on the idea that Israeli norms of communication focuses on directness among friends,
future research is needed to directly measure participants’ endorsement of this belief. Relatedly,
more detailed information about participants’ identification with and knowledge of Israeli

cultural norms should be collected.

Third, there was a very small sample size, n = 57, and the sample consisted primarily of
college students, who might have unique communication patterns compared to non-college

students. Future studies should replicate this finding with a larger and more diverse sample.



POLITENESS IN CONFLICT 16

Additionally, regarding demographic variables, participants did not disclose their position in the
military, which could have been an interesting control variable to see how actual commanders
responded to the scenario over participants with other military positions. Furthermore, future
studies may want to explore the relationship between II and cultural norms for bicultural
individuals, such as Israelis living in America and Americans who moved to Israel. Perhaps
cultural norms prime individuals at different ages or life stages, which can impact these cultural

differences in results.

The implications of this study are important, as communication is an essential component
of everyday life. By delving deeper into understanding an individual’s identity integration to
measure the politeness strategies used, one can discern the differences of how people express
their values, at least in terms of politeness. Along these lines, future research may want to
examine cultures that are very different in values, such as Eastern cultures or perhaps less
developed countries, where norms of social interaction and communication may set a different
standard and definition for politeness (Kasper, 1990). Perhaps, for example, Asian cultures may

strive to be more polite to maintain a high level of respect.

Ambaday, Koo, Lee, and Rosenthal (1996) discovered that there are cultural differences,
not only in linguistic politeness but also nonlinguistic politeness. The study concluded that the
Korean sample was more influenced by relational, nonverbal cues, whereas the Americans were
more impacted by linguistic cues. I believe my results would have been different had I included
nonlinguistic politeness, because not only is there an individual difference in the way people use
their body while communicating, but different cultures emphasize hand gestures more than

others, which could both improve and hinder the interpretation of the speaker’s message.
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Additional research may also want to explore the relationship between politeness and
other aspects of social interaction. For example, Cohen, Vandello, Puente, and Ranitlla (1999)
examined the association between politeness, interaction styles, and aggression in both Northern
and Southern United States cities. Through a series of three studies, they found that norms of
violence and politeness reinforce each other, such that southerners were less effective at conflict-
resolution, and even though they were less sensitive to watching dangerous situations, they were
more sudden in their outrage after being provoked (1999). Clearly the southern states possess a
culture of honor that is missing in the north, which impacts politeness when faced with a

conflicting situation, and could negate II’s impact on one’s response to a conflict.

To conclude, integration of boss versus friend identities entails incorporating friendship
norms into a working relationship. However, what friendship norms mean may vary cross-
culturally. In Israel, where friends are supposed to be open and direct with one another,
especially when it comes to negative criticism or feedback, lower levels of politeness or
indirectness are reflected when participations have higher levels of identity integration. This
study shows that understanding these differing cultural perceptions and norms are critical for
understanding how identity management strategies affect behaviors, and reveal the nuances of

friendship across cultures.
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Table 1

Descriptive Statistics for All Main Variables

Variable Star}dgrd )

Mean Deviation Min Max
Word Count 20.2281 8.71169 6.00 40.00
On-Record 1.2982 97729 .00 4.33
Positive 1.0994 81154 .00 2.67
Politeness
Negative 2515 48909 .00 2.33
Politeness
Off-Record 1754 .38886 .00 2.00
Politeness 1.7836 57560 1.00 3.33
Strategy
Politeness 1.7076 71289 1.00 4.00
Category
Politeness 2.0994 92574 1.00 5.00
Overall
Identity 4.7478 70096 1.00 6.00

Integration
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Table 2

Intercorrelations of Key Variables

24

Gender
Age
Hebrew
Military
Yrs in Israel
Word Count
On-Record
Pos Pol
Neg Pol
Off-Record
Pol Strat
Pol Cat

Pol Overall
[ score

11 distance

1T conflict

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

Gender Age | Hebrew Military Yrsin Israel Word Count On-Record Pos Pol NegPol Off-Record Pol Strat Pol Cat Pol Overall Il 'score I distance II conflict
1-343% 0205 -0.021 -0.041 .289* 0.045 004 016 0.082 0064 0.153 0.15 -392%* -326*  -274%
0.009 0132 0878 0.76 0.029 0.738 0.767 0234 0545 0635 0257 0264 0.003 0013 0.039
- 343%% 1 0105 455%%  484*+ 0.079 0.185 -0.046 -0.012 0069 0.167 -022 0093 0117 0149 -0.01
0.009 0.445 0 0 0.557 0.168 0732 0927 0612 0213 01 0492 0.384 027 0939
0205 0.105 1 0161 .558** 3343 0252 0.094 -0.099 0025 007 -0.255 0232 0126  -0.114  0.207
0.132 0445 0242 0 0.013 0.063 0495 0473 0858 0612 0.06 0.088 0358 0409  0.129
-0.021 455%*  0.161 1 .285* 0.097 0134 0.113  0.157 0.061 327*  -0.104 0037 0132 0137 0.087
0.878 0 0242 0.032 0475 0322 0404 0242 0653 0013 044 0784 0329 0309 0.52
-0.041 484%* | 558**  285* 1 0237 .294% -0.086  0.069 002 0205 -0.191 01120 008 0175 0.143
0.76 0 0 0032 0.076 0.026 0527 0611 0881  0.126 0.155 0407 0555 0192 0287
289 0.079 .334% 0.097 0237 1.348%  415%  0.027 0.089 351**  -0.126 0.114 0111 -0.103  0.162
0.029 0557 0013 0475 0.076 0.008 0.001 0.843 0509 0.007 035 04 0412 0445 0229
0045 0.185 0252 0.134 294% 348%* 1 -0.201 -330% 0.071  0.194 -701%* -650%* 0231 0218 0221
0.738 0.168 0.063 0322 0.026 0.008 0.134 0012 0202 0.147 0 0 0084 0103 0098
0.04 -0.046 0094 0113 -0.086 415%* -0.201 1 0.006 0.05 .484*  0.109 0079 003  -0.065 -0.06
0767 0732 0495 0404 0.527 0.001 0.134 0.965 0.712 0 0418 0559 0824 0633 0655
0.16 -0012 -0.09 0.157 0.069 0.027 -.330* 0.006 1 0.08 0253 448+ 535+ 0.056 0134 0.193
0234 0927 0473 0242 0.611 0.843 0.012 0965 0556 0.057 0 0 0246 0321  0.149
0.082 -0.069 0.025 -0.061 0.02 0089 0171 005 -0.08 1 0199 439%*  458+* .06 -0.101  -0.101
0545 0612 0858 0653 0.881 0.509 0202 0712 0.556 0.1370.001 0 0433 0456 0454
0.064 0167 007 327* 0205 351** 0.194 484** 0253 0.199 1 -0.041 0.149  0.171 0.165  0.039
0.635 0213 0612 0013 0.126 0.007 0.147 0 0.057 0.137 0.763 0268 0.203 0219 07713
0.153 022 0255 -0.104 0.191 -0.126 -701%* 0.109 .448**  439** -0.041 1.893%%  -208% -297%  -281%
0257 01 006 044 0.155 035 0 0418 0 0.001  0.763 0 0024 0025 0034
0.15 -0.093 -0232 -0.037 0.112 -0.114 -.650** 0.079 .535%*  458** 0.149 .893** 1-310% -201%  -354%*
0264 0492 0.088 0.784 0407 04 0 0559 0 0 0268 0 0019 0028  0.007
S392% 0 0.117 026 0132 0.08 -0.111 0231 0.03 -0.156 0.106  0.171 -298* -310% 1.930%  .805**
0.003 038 0358 0329 0.555 0412 0.084 0824 0.246 0433 0203 0.024 0.019 0 0
=326 0149 0114 0137 0.175 -0.103 0218 -0.065 -0.134 0.101  0.165 -297* -291* 930%* 1 .725%%
0013 027 0409 0309 0.192 0.445 0.103 0633 0.321 0456 0219 0.025 0.028 0 0
-274% <001 0207 0.087 0.143 -0.162 0221 -0.061 -0.193 0.101  0.039 -281% -354%*  8OS** | 725%* 1
0039 0939 0129 052 0.287 0229 0.098 0655 0.149 0454 0.773 0034 0.007 0 0

Note: ** p <0.01 level, 2-tailed * p < 0.05 level, 2-tailed
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Appendix A
Conflict Scenario
(Originally in Hebrew, translated in English for inclusion in the thesis)

TONTR TOPENI MW SIAKY XM IR 010D NOANIW TORT VI L2937 2ITAYIA TINR TPENY NNa
IDNNWS 12 SNV 993N BPNS DIIPT N0 LTAZY DR MODTY 9 WM V2V INKW ST 0NP
TRIRTRAT TR DY PIDWSY TOW 799777 MISOR DY 7O 27050 NN WX’ 12w IDINT NIV 29N
X233

9772 INRW MR 29T AR MRD LIWD TR IR IR OVANT RN L1902 TOW 20 N2 T T
AN 79D AR 9D IMIR TATID MO AR MDA TIND DR 9 TOw M2 NPNIA 70T DY D napow
7PN BY MR R YT PR

NIAMDAN 9D DR YW NNXT DD 2V NanNT RNT 0P AYIMIND 1D MW N2 7797 ,01°92 72T N2
T2 DYann 29D 50K DENIY QIR NIMTAN ATITT KT ,L,IUD NINTI 77290 RYY ,NMINT 1A 0D
N2 29927 790K aY TO5NDT A RNT NRT MAPYa .7T2W NN IR

By TIPENY NOWIMP RIT NNRT 2N 9D W AR IR NDIS0 A ITNSR ROW M TR anew i
LODPRETY ANET MITAR DY RS APAART 70D AP0 OMPT TONTR L, TIREN® 102 sk By 1an
DY AR QX QAT TIRWONW TP FTANRY L2 22 T2ITR LI TRR 12 2R TAR DY TART TN
.Naxa

Imagine you joined a year and a half ago and you serve as a commander in the army. This is a
selection position chosen from many candidates. This is the second course you are moving and
important for you to prove yourself. At the end of the course all of the soldiers in the unit will
participate in an exercise to show how they carry out their duties and to testify the quality of your
training which will affect the continued progress in the military.

One of the solider in the team is your good friend from high school. He enlisted in the six months
after your service, after you told him about a lot of your good experiences in the corps. You are
excited to discover that you are likely to be his commander, as you know him and you know he
will add a positive “morale” on the job.

At the beginning of the course he connected with the whole team and completed all the tasks in
the best way, it was clearly important to him to succeed. Lately, for no apparent reason, he
deteriorated in terms of performance and was caught a few times idling/not doing anything while
the rest of the team worked. Following this he fell out with some friends in the unit.

Cooperation and participation in all of the activities for all the team is critical to their successful
functioning, and a soldier who does not get along with his friends might damage it. From your
perspective, as an instructor of the course it is your responsibility to keep the unity of the team
and its success, while caring for all of the members in it. On the other hand, he is a good friend,
and you hope you stay friends after the service in the army.
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Appendix B
Identity Integration Scale

QNN O°7°P5N PIw Reby) TNMYTI D°P0W WA DPUAWNAN— .TIPD 5w 1an TRPENM PR TPRPBNN
777 DR WR22 120 L7020 0 TR0 TR L TR0ND Wawn 170 12 281 DY 21WR AN 7aw
0°R27T D VOWAAN TAR 92 QY 0°001 XY IR 2°20N0:

These sentences deal with opinions on two different roles- the role of a commander and the role
of a friend in the unit. Consider the situation where there was a commander, and also a friend.
Please put down your opinion that you agree with or don’t agree with for every statement.

R 7IN% f=Rl=}7)
a%en vorTa
do not agree agree
completely
B NIM2NAATA NN TRERD OV NIN2NMAT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

mam>.
My role as a commander is different
than my role as a friend.

1°2% 7RSI YOW TOPENT P2 UPOHEIR WORIM IR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
[2m> Yow TopenT.
I feel conflicted between my job as a
commander and my job as a friend

2277 30197 2% TR N7 P2 TINEAY ATV NN, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I prefer to distinguish between my role
as a commander and my role as a friend.

T NI2YP 2NYR TRORD VW MIATINTR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
"2 IMATINAR.
My behavior as a commander often
differs from my role as a friend

211 7279 23 MNIN TDIT 2 TPEAR MK TN 7. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
What makes me a good commander also
makes me a good friend.

2% TRDMD 1AM NDIET P2 YIPI NINW WML N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
"2 SR NI
I feel torn between the expectations of a
commander and the expectations of a
friend.

25w MR 2% TPORD VW TIRENT P2 IRDR 7782 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9ars “Hw 7oPen.
I fully integrate my role of a commander
and my role as a friend.

P25 TREMD DWW NINWAT A T3 W KD 1IN 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9315 SHw nwRT.
I do not feel conflicted between my role
as a commander and my role as a friend
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Appendix C
Politeness Coding Protocol
Context of the Study:

Subjects read 3 vignettes that presented different types of role conflict (student-family role
conflict, student-worker role conflict, and boss-friend role conflict). Subjects always took the
perspective of the character facing the role conflict, and they had to decide how to deal with the
situation at hand. After reading each vignette, subjects generated a list of possible options for
dealing with the situation and then chose the “best” option they would be most likely to use.
Subjects were then asked to verbally implement their chosen strategy by writing down exactly
what they would say when communicating their chosen option. You will be coding these open-
ended responses in terms of the number of various politeness strategies used, how you would
categorize the overall response, and how polite YOU perceive the response to be overall.

Complete a coding sheet for each response according to the vignette

Subject ID #

1) Word Count:

Indicate the total word count for the response.

2) Politeness Strategies (Counts):

After coding a response for politeness (using the coding manual), total up the number of phrases
present in the response for each of the 4 politeness categories (This can range greatly, from 0, to
1, to several phrases).

On-record/Impolite:

Positive Politeness:

Negative Politeness:

Off-record/Polite:

3) Number of Politeness Strategies Used (1-4):
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Indicate the number of politeness categories above that were used in the response: 1, 2, 3, or all
4 (“1” indicating that one of the politeness categories was used, “4” indicating that all four
politeness categories were used).

4) Politeness Categorization (Overall Category Code):

Indicate which category best describes the overall response. This should typically correspond to
the category that received the highest number in the previous counts of the politeness strategies
(if multiple categories received the same counts, please use your best judgment to determine
which category best reflects the response overall). Enter the number below corresponding to the
category which best describes the response (1 for on-record, 2 for positive politeness, etc.)

On-record/Impolite = 1; Positive Politeness = 2; Negative Politeness = 3; Off-record/Polite = 4

5) Overall, how polite do you think this subject’s email string was?

Please just use your own intuition when responding to this question, and enter the number below
that best reflects your judgment of how polite (or impolite) the overall response was.

1 2 3 4 5

Very Impolite Somewhat Impolite  Neither Polite/Nor Impolite =~ Somewhat Polite Very Polite



