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Abstract: This article focuses on military role identity 
by assessing the relations between demographic vari-
ables and warrior and peacekeeper role identities and 
by examining the potential influence of these role iden-
tities on self-esteem, organizational commitment and 
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) in a cross- 
national sample. A questionnaire was distributed to mil-
itary members in four participating countries: Belgium, 
Estonia, Canada and the Netherlands (n = 831). The find-
ings show that demographic variables (i.e., age, gender, 
marital status and unit) are related to military role iden-
tity, and that military role identity predicts self-esteem, 
organizational commitment and OCB. In particular, multi-
ple regression analyses demonstrate that peacekeeper role 
identity predicts self-esteem, organizational commitment 
and OCB, whereas warrior role identity only predicts orga-
nizational commitment and OCB, and further, that peace-
keeper role identity is a stronger predictor of the outcome 
variables measured. The theoretical and practical impli-
cations, including providing commanders with informa-
tion to assess their units’ mindsets, and mechanisms to 
improve self-esteem, commitment, OCB, are discussed. 
Finally, the limitations of this study and its potential for 
future research are described.

Keywords: military role identity, self-esteem, organiza-
tional commitment, organizational citizenship

1  Introduction
After both World Wars and the end of the Cold War, the role 
of the military shifted significantly toward “Operations 
Other Than War” (OOTW). It is broadly acknowledged that 
the role of the military in those operations differs from the 
traditional “warrior role”. Contemporary missions require 
soldiers to have and draw on multiple role identities, 
encompassing both the warrior and the peacekeeper roles 
to achieve success, and missions require “junior leaders to 
be warriors, peacekeepers and nation builders—simulta-
neously” (Azari et al. 2010; Wong 2004, p. 4).

Insight into soldiers’ role identity is important 
because role identity predicts behavior and future perfor-
mance. The need for this knowledge is even more urgent 
in unpredictable and dangerous situations (Op den Buijs  
et al. 2012). Military role identity is also an important con-
sideration; in that, it affects soldiers’ self-esteem and other 
important outcomes, such as commitment (Wong 2004), 
retention (Griffith 2009) and working in cooperation, with 
other countries’ armed forces (Task group HFM-163 2012). 
For commanders, it is therefore important to know that 
their soldiers’ mindset is in accordance with the situa-
tional demands during deployment. Military cooperation 
with other countries’ armed forces in operations further 
emphasizes the importance of knowledge about different 
ways of perceiving the military role. Current peace opera-
tions bring together diverse actors with different national, 
institutional and personal backgrounds. Understand-
ing each other’s point of view may improve cooperation 
during deployment (Task group HFM-163 2012).

Since the end of the Cold War, the military role has been 
qualified as a unidimensional bipolar construct (Franke 
1999a, 1999b; Reed and Segal 2010). The more a soldier 
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takes on the role of a warrior, the less the soldier takes on 
the role of a peacekeeper, and vice versa.1 Although Johan-
son et al. (2013) conceptualized military identity as a multi-
dimensional construct, besides idealism, professionalism 
and individualism, they used “warriorism” as a typical 
military component, but did not focus on the peacekeeper 
role. With the construction of the Warrior Peacekeeper 
Role Identity Questionnaire (WPRIS), it was demonstrated 
that the concept of military role identity is a bidimensional 
construct: Dutch soldiers identify with both roles simulta-
neously, and a preference for one role is not related with a 
preference for the other role (Broesder 2011; Broesder et al. 
2015; Op den Buijs and Broesder 2013).

In the broader perspective of current military operations, 
research shows that when military role identity is combined 
with the performance of tasks during deployment, it is, for 
example, related to gender, age, organizational commit-
ment, organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and role 
strain (Broesder 2011; Broesder and Op den Buijs 2015). For 
example, soldiers with different backgrounds (gender and 
age) identify, to the same extent, with the peacekeeper role, 
while the extent to which soldiers identify with the warrior 
role varies with the nature of dominant tasks (being part of 
a combat unit or a combat-support unit). Additionally, there 
is a difference in the occurrence of role strain in relation to 
the performance of tasks during deployment for “warriors” 
and “peacekeepers.” In fact, only combat soldiers suffer 
from role strain or psychological ambiguities when tasks 
during deployment are less warrior-like than they expected 
(Bartone and Vaitkus 1998; Britt 1998; Broesder 2011; Franke 
1999b; Op den Buijs and Broesder 2013). These studies make 
important contributions to our knowledge about military 
role identity by showing that soldiers2 nowadays do not 
perceive the warrior role as the sole military role and by 
demonstrating important relationships between military 
role identity and demographic variables and work-related 
variables (Broesder and Op den Buijs 2015).

However, there are still many gaps in our understand-
ing of military role identity and its associations with the 
behavior and outcomes of military members, particularly 
as related to deployment, including examination of how 
military role identity may affect self-esteem, organizational 
commitment and OCB. In addition, recently, military role 
identity studies focus on military transition theory, and 

1 For example, the instruments developed and used by Franke and 
Reed and Segal were meant to assess attitudes toward the peace-
keeper role or the warrior role, and the focus on these studies was 
to measure the military role as a unidimensional bipolar construct. 
2 In this article, a soldier can be a male or a female, and “he” can 
also be read as “she.”

thus concern veterans instead of actively serving soldiers. 
Furthermore, most of these identity studies are related to 
(mental) health or well-being instead of identity-associ-
ated behavior or performance during deployment (Brewin 
et al. 2011; Griffith 2010; Haslam et al. 2009; Lancaster and 
Hart 2015; Smith and True 2014). Moreover, although it is 
contended by numerous scholars that soldiers’ military 
role identity will influence their actions and their work 
in international missions and operations (international 
cooperation) (Griffith 2011; Hogg et al. 1995; Thoits 1991; 
Wiley 1991), the role of military identity in relation with 
performance has not frequently been examined.

The main goal of this study is to examine the influ-
ence of select demographic variables in the formation of 
military role identity and to assess the degree to which 
military role identity is associated with soldiers’ self- 
esteem, organizational commitment and OCB. The theory 
and the proposed conceptual model are described in the 
following sections.

1.1  Military role identity

Role identities are self-definitions that people apply to 
themselves as a result of the structural role positions they 
occupy (Hogg et al. 1995; Turner and Tajfel 1986). Identity 
theory sets out individuals’ role-related behavior. Meanings 
of a role and expectations related to the role are, in part, cul-
turally derived as individuals are socialized into their roles 
(Goffman 1975), but an individual’s own understanding of 
what a role means also becomes part of one’s role identity. 
Role identity is a type of self-identity. Self-identity is con-
ceptualized as a definition of self as a person who performs 
a particular role or behavior and defines a unique sense 
of the self and the relationship with the outside world. 
Role identity is not a static concept but varies in strength 
as a result of new experiences (Bartel 2001). Importantly, 
research has shown that role identity predicts behavior 
patterns and intentions (White et al. 2008).

The extent to which soldiers identify with the military 
role identity will guide their behavior and their ability 
to act responsibly (Dalenberg 2017; Thoits 1991), which 
will influence their performance, including their work 
in international missions and operations. Our earlier 
studies on the conceptualization of military role iden-
tities demonstrated that soldiers who identified mainly 
with the warrior role will not only perceive a situation 
differently from soldiers who identified mainly with the 
peacekeeper role but will also act differently, and further-
more will be prone to experience more stress (Broesder  
et al. 2015; Op den Buijs and Broesder 2013).
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On the basis of the earlier research, we expect demo-
graphic variables to predict a soldier’s role identity. 
Empirical findings showed that both United States and 
Dutch male soldiers tend to identify themselves more 
with the warrior role than female soldiers do (Broes-
der 2011; Broesder and Op den Buijs 2015; Broesder  
et al. 2015; Franke 1999b, p. 115; Franke 2000; Franke and 
Guttieri 2009; Op den Buijs and Broesder 2013). Further-
more, several studies showed that combat soldiers are 
more warrior-oriented than combat-support ones (Avant 
and Lebovic 2000; Broesder 2011; Broesder and Op den 
Buijs 2015; Broesder et al. 2015; Franke and Guttieri 2009; 
Homan 2007; Op den Buijs and Broesder 2013). A relation-
ship was demonstrated between rank and a command- 
position and military role identity; in that, officers have a 
less salient or persistent identity than private officials and 
could more easily switch between different military role 
identities (Broesder 2011; Franke 2000). This is probably 
a result of the relation between rank, a command-position 
and level of education. Or as Franke (1999b, p. 111) stated: 
“Higher levels of education are commonly associated with 
an enhanced ability to consider and discriminate between 
an increasing number of alternative choices and with a ten-
dency to base decisions on rational judgments instead of 
emotional attachments,” suggesting that highly educated 
soldiers are more flexible in switching between identities.

A recent study concerning military role identity of 
Dutch soldiers in a peacetime location (Broesder and  
Op den Buijs 2015) shows support for the assumption that 
role identity varies in strength as a result of new experi-
ences; relationships were demonstrated between warrior 
identity and number of deployments, and the year of the 
soldiers’ latest mission. For example, soldiers were less 
warrior-oriented during less extreme missions undertaken 
before 2005 than during missions in 2010 in which the  
level of violence was much higher (e.g., Afghanistan issue).

1.2   Self-esteem, organizational commitment 
and organizational citizenship behavior

Self-esteem, organizational commitment and OCB have 
been shown to be related to identity of the warrior and 
peacekeeper (Broesder and Op den Buijs 2015).

Self-esteem is defined as a global evaluation of the 
self and involves feelings of self-acceptance, self-liking, 
self-respect, self-competence, self-knowledge and self-
worth (Wahyu Ariani 2012). It is typically measured by the 
degree to which the person endorses various evaluative 
statements about the self (Judge et al. 1998). Rosenberg 
(1965) described self-esteem as a favorable or unfavorable 

attitude toward the self. Self-esteem may also be concep-
tualized as the self-perceived value that individuals have 
of themselves within a specific organizational context. It 
reflects people’s sense of their own value within a particu-
lar setting and reflects the extent to which their need for 
self-esteem is met by performing their role in the organi-
zation (Wahyu Ariani 2012) and is required for productive 
behavior in general (Baumeister et al. 2003).

However, there is much discussion and indeed diffi-
culty in conceptualization and measuring of self-esteem, 
and the extent to which self-esteem predicts work-related 
behavior is not clear. For example, an overview study 
showed that the modest correlations between self-esteem 
and performance do not indicate that high self-esteem leads 
to good performance (Baumeister et al. 2003). Instead, job 
performance in adults is sometimes related to self-esteem, 
although the correlations vary widely, and the direction of 
causality has not been established. Occupational success 
may boost self-esteem rather than the reverse (Baumeister 
et al. 2003).

Some studies support the buffer hypothesis, which 
means high self-esteem mitigates the effects of stress. 
Positive self-esteem is considered an important quality 
of employees to cope effectively with adversity in any 
demanding work situation (Lazarus and Folkman 1984), 
and Schacter et al. (2009) discovered, many years later, 
that self-esteem is related to more appropriate strategies 
to cope with stress and psychological well-being. Petlich-
koff (2004) referred to mental skills (e.g., self-confidence, 
goal-setting skill, ability to concentrate and ability to 
control emotions) as being important contributors to psy-
chological well-being and self-esteem in particular.

Furthermore, self-esteem fulfils an important role in 
a person’s status and acceptance in social groups and is 
related to strong feelings of competence and low beliefs 
in taking risks. People with self-esteem want to realize 
their goals and have a more stable emotional and mental 
stance toward life in general (Errol and Orth 2011; Rosen-
berg 1965). Britt (2003) stated that peacekeepers will 
undoubtedly attempt to make sense of the situation if they 
are required to act in ways that might be inconsistent with 
their identity. The extent to which peacekeepers derive 
meaning from their experience will determine how they 
adapt to the peacekeeping mission. If a military operation 
has a meaning that makes sense, then their performance 
will be high. Thus, the individual’s perception of the oper-
ation is relevant to the soldier’s identity and contributes to 
a high level of self-esteem. This is important for soldiers in 
handling stressful situations and persisting in task perfor-
mance (Van Boxmeer et al. 2008). In general, self-esteem 
is important for military personnel, and therefore, we 
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expect a relationship between military role identity and 
self-esteem.

Organizational commitment is a key construct in 
organizational research, including military organiza-
tional research (Gade 2003). The three-component model 
of commitment (Meyer and Allen 1991; Meyer et al. 1993) 
is the most common model found in organizational com-
mitment research (Jaros 2007; Meyer et al. 2002). This 
model proposes that organizational commitment is com-
prised three dimensions. Affective commitment reflects 
perceptions of attachment and emotional ties to one’s 
organization; normative commitment reflects perceptions 
of obligation to one’s organization; continuance commit-
ment reflects commitment that stems from the perceived 
costs (economic and social) of leaving the organization 
(Allen and Meyer 1990; Meyer et al. 1993). Conceptual 
links between organizational social identity and organi-
zational commitment, especially affective organizational 
commitment, are clear; indeed, Meyer et al. (1993) posit 
that commitment is a psychological state that character-
izes the employee’s relationship with the organization, 
and particularly in the case of affective commitment, 
which implies emotional ties to the organization.

A vast body of research shows the importance of 
affective organizational commitment to workplace effec-
tiveness, including superior performance (Jaros et al. 
1993; Luchak and Gellatly 2007), increased work effort 
(Fu et al. 2009; Mathieu and Zajac 1990), increased OCB 
(Meyer et al. 1993), increased retention (Bentein et al. 
2005; Griffeth et al. 2000; Meyer et al. 1993; Wiley 1991) 
and well-being (Meyer et al. 2013).

This vast body of research extends to the military 
context, showing that soldiers who are committed to 
the organization are more motivated and more satis-
fied (Allen 2003; Langkamer and Ervin 2008; Meyer  
et al. 2013; Van Boxmeer et al. 2008). Thus, understand-
ing the antecedents of organizational commitment, and 
the processes by which commitment is developed and 
maintained, is important and is a focus of our study. This 
importance also includes the degree to which military 
identity plays a role in the development and maintenance 
of organizational commitment. Because creating military 
role identity, and incorporating organizational goals into 
one’s identity, is such an important part of military social-
ization, we assume a relationship between military role 
identity and organizational commitment. Recent research 
findings support this positive relationship between mil-
itary role identity and organizational commitment (Britt 
2003; Broesder 2011; Broesder and Op den Buijs 2015).

Organizational commitment has been shown to 
predict OCB in turn. OCB is a unique aspect and can be 

defined as behaviors or activities in a workplace that 
involve going above and beyond the call of duty. These 
behaviors are independent and are not explicit and for-
malized in work procedures and are not directly reflected 
in formal systems and organizational reward. In order for 
an organization to function optimally, it is important that 
employees themselves undertake activities and develop 
initiatives. For example, employees can help the organi-
zation as a whole by following codes of conduct or assist-
ing their colleagues directly, or help others spontaneously 
with problems in their work. It is recognized that these 
spontaneous behaviors are important for the effectiveness 
of the organization and individual performance (Motow-
idlo et al. 1997) and, as such, with a specific importance 
for the military and the “good soldier” prototype (Organ 
1988, 1994). Furthermore, employees with higher OCB are 
more satisfied with their jobs, more flexible in their work 
and more cooperative (Organ et al. 2006).

Although there is no clear consensus in the literature 
about the dimensions of OCB and its measurement (Gurbuz 
2009), there are many aspects which can be considered 
as OCB within an organization. The most commonly used 
are Organ’s five-dimensional conceptualization such as 
altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy 
and civic virtue (Organ 1988) or Williams and Anderson’s 
two-dimensional conceptualization such as OCB-I behav-
ior directed toward the individual and OCB-O behavior 
directed toward the organization as a whole (Williams and 
Anderson 1991).

Despite different conceptualizations, OCB can be seen 
as a relevant outcome in the military context because it 
leads to desirable behavior (Dalenberg 2017; Van Boxmeer 
et al. 2010; Van Creij 2017). With OCB, military personnel 
feel more responsible and more flexible and are more sat-
isfied with their job (Van Creij 2017).

A stronger military role identity results in more OCB, 
and because it has an element of helpfulness or altru-
ism and a positive relationship between peacekeeper 
role identity and OCB has already been shown in Dutch 
research (Broesder and Op den Buijs 2015), we suggest 
that a stronger peacekeeper role identity leads to more 
OCB and stronger helping and supporting attitudes.

1.3  Relationships

On the basis of the theory and research outlined earlier, 
this article examines the relationships between selected 
demographic variables, military role identity and work- 
related variables. First, the influence of certain demo-
graphic variables on the military role identities was 
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studied. Then, we explored the degree to which military 
role identity is associated with soldiers’ self-esteem, 
organizational commitment and OCB in regression anal-
ysis. The focus of this analysis was on the understanding 
of the antecedents of self-esteem, organizational com-
mitment and OCB, and the processes by which these 
outcomes are developed and maintained, including the 
degree to which military role identity plays a role in the 
development and maintenance of outcome variables.

2  Method

2.1  Procedure and participants

Four groups of soldiers (Belgian, Estonian, Canadian and 
Dutch) completed a paper-and-pencil questionnaire in 
2012 and 2013. Participants were asked to fill out the ques-
tionnaire anonymously in their home country while they 
were not on missions.3 The questionnaires were collected 
by the national contact persons and sent to the Nether-
lands. The four data sets were subsequently merged into 
one international data set. In total, 831 participants from 
across the four participating countries completed the 
questionnaire. The proportions from the four countries 
were as follows: Belgium (18%), Estonia (30%), Canada 
(14%) and the Netherlands (38%). This sample as a whole 
was predominately male (95.8% male and 4.2% female). 
The average age of participants was 31.7 years (SD = 8.17). 
The majority of the participants was married or living 
with a partner (66.4%). Most participants were army sol-
diers (98.6%). The rank categories consisted of privates 
(41.4%), NCOs (44.8%) and officers (13.8%).4 Nearly 40% 
of the participants had been deployed once, and 22.6% 
had been deployed four or more times. The majority listed 
Afghanistan (87.1%) as the location of their last deploy-
ment. One-fifth of the participants were unit leaders 
during the mission, while the majority of the participants 

3 Convenience sampling was used to collect the data (Bryman 2016). 
The contact persons were asked to distribute the questionnaires to as 
many units as possible. The questionnaires were sent to various units 
(such as infantry battalions, supply and transport battalions and fire 
service command). In general, we were asked to collect about 160 
questionnaires from the personnel per country, of which 100 from 
soldiers, 40 from non-commissioned officers and 20 from officers.
4 Although the four countries were very similar concerning the de-
mographics, there was no consensus on the variable rank. There was 
a difference (bias) in the evaluation of the non-commissioned and 
private ranks during the mission. Therefore, it was decided to leave 
this variable out of any further analysis.

were unit members (73.8%). Table 1 presents the demo-
graphic variables.

2.2  The measures

The questionnaire consisted of three main sections: ques-
tions measuring demographic variables, the WPRIS and 
three scales measuring the outcome variables. The orig-
inal Dutch questionnaire was translated into English, 
French and Estonian. The Dutch version was adminis-
tered in Belgium and in the Netherlands, the English 
and French in Canada and the Estonian in Estonia. The 
demographic variables were divided into two categories; 
general demographic variables (gender, age and marital 

Tab. 1: Demographic variables

Variables % n

Gender Male
Female

95.8
4.2

829

Rank Private
Non-commissioned officers
Officer

41.4
44.8
13.8

829

Service Army
Navy
Air Force
Military Police
Other

98.6
0.2
0.7
0.5
0.1

830

Marital status Married
With partner
Alone
With parents
Other

34.6
31.8
21.8
9.9
1.8

829

Number of 
deployments

1 time
2 times
3 times
4 times or more

38.1
23.2
15.9
22.6

831

Country last 
deployment

Afghanistan
Lebanon
Kosovo
Othera

87.1
1.9
3.3
7.6

827

Unit Combat unit
Combat-support
Otherb

60.6
27.7
11.7

822

Function Unit leader
Unit member
Individual mission

19.9
73.8
6.3

825

a“Other” refers to deployments mentioned only once or twice, for 
example deployments to Congo, Serbia, Sri Lanka and Somalia.
b3 = Other: consisted of headquarter/staff, 4 = Other Canada: 
consisted of advisor/trainer/mentor.
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status) and mission-related demographic variables (rank, 
service, type of unit during the last deployment, number 
of deployments, country of last deployment and func-
tion in last deployment). The variable unit distinguishes 
“combat unit,” “combat-support unit” and “other unit.” 
Function was added to distinguish soldiers’ positions 
during last deployment. Participants were able to choose 
between being a “unit leader,” “unit member” or “individ-
ual mission.”

The Warrior Peacekeeper Role Identity Scale (WPRIS) 
was constructed in 2011 (Broesder 2011) and further devel-
oped and tested for psychometric quality in 2015 (Broesder 
et al. 2015). The scale consists of two subscales: Warrior 
role identity and Peacekeeper role identity. Warrior role 
identity is measured with seven items representing the 
conviction that combat is the main military task, includ-
ing aspects such as fighting and destroying the enemy. 
Examples include I consider participation in combat oper-
ations to be the most important military task and I consider 
it our military task to use force against anyone who disturbs 
the peace process. Peacekeeper role identity is measured 
with six items reflecting the conviction that reconstruc-
tion should be the first priority during deployment, that 
working together and humanitarian relief are important, 
and that one should always help and work with all people 
present in the mission area. Examples of items include I 
consider reconstruction to be a soldier’s main task during a 
mission and I will be deployed on a mission in order to aid 
the population.

Both identity scales were measured on a five-point 
Likert scale (from 1  =  strongly disagree to 5  =  strongly 
agree). The internal consistency of the two subscales 
of the WPRIS is satisfactory in this study (Cronbach’s 
alpha = 0.72 and 0.77, respectively; evidence for the valid-
ity of this scale is reported by Broesder et al. 2015).

Self-esteem was measured with the self-esteem scale 
(SES; Rosenberg 1965) consisting of ten items that measure 
global self-worth by measuring both positive and negative 
feelings about the self. In this study, some items were 
adapted to task performance. For example, I am able to do 
things as well as most other people was changed into I am 
able to do things as well as most other colleagues and I wish 
I could have more respect for myself was changed to I wish 
I could have more respect for myself at my work. Items were 
measured on a four-point Likert scale (from 0 = strongly 
disagree to 3 = strongly agree; Rosenberg 1965). The inter-
nal consistency is satisfactory (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.78).

Organizational commitment was measured with five 
items referring to the extent to which an individual is com-
mitted to the organization. These five items were derived 
from the Dutch Morale questionnaire (Van Boxmeer  

et al. 2010) in which they had been adapted to the mili-
tary organization. The items were developed to measure 
the affective commitment, defined as emotional connec-
tion or ties to an organization. This is considered to be 
the most relevant component to measure in relation with 
military role identity because of the presumed linkage 
with belonging to an organization. Examples of items are 
I support the objectives of the armed forces, and I think that 
the armed forces do a good job. Participants responded to 
the items using a five-point Likert scale (from 1 =  totally 
disagree to 5  =  totally agree). Reliability is reasonable 
(Cronbach’s alpha = 0.79).

OCB refers to employees who are motivated to work, 
keep on working and perform additional tasks (Organ 
1988). This behavior reflects the willingness of individuals 
to go above and beyond the prescribed role requirements 
and exceeds an employee’s job description (Katz and Kahn 
1966; Organ 1988). Given the focus on behavior and perfor-
mances related to military identity, we believe that meas-
uring behaviors directed at the individual is therefore most 
relevant. The three items in this study reflect the altruism 
dimension of the OCB construct from Organ (1988) and 
were derived from the Dutch Morale Survey (Van Boxmeer 
et al. 2010). Items are as follows: If someone has problems 
with performing his tasks, I will help him; I will intervene of 
my own accord if that will prevent others from making mis-
takes and I will intervene of my own accord if that will save 
someone else a problem. Participants responded to the 
items using a five-point Likert scale (from 1 = totally disa-
gree to 5 = totally agree). The scale reliability is reasonable 
(Cronbach’s alpha = 0.70; evidence for the validity of this 
scale is reported by Van Boxmeer et al. 2010). Table 2 pre-
sents the means, standard deviations and internal consist-
encies of the measures used.5

5 The measures consisted of existing scales and were all validated 
and reliable scales. The psychometric qualities of these scales have 
been demonstrated in many studies and repeatedly reproduced.

Tab. 2: Means, standard deviations and internal consistencies of the 
scales (Cronbach’s alpha; n = 831)

Scales

M SD Alpha Likert scale

Warrior 3.35 0.64 0.72 1–5
Peacekeeper 3.59 0.58 0.77 1–5
Self-esteem 2.23 0.43 0.78 0–3
Organizational 
commitment

4.03 0.59 0.79 1–5

OCB 4.05 0.55 0.70 1–5
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2.3  The analyses

Data were analyzed using Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS 22.0). For the nominal variables, 
so-called dummy variables were made to prepare them for 
the correlation and regression analyses.6 With multiple 
regression analyses, we tested the predictor variables of 
military role identity and afterward we tested the role of 
military role identity in the relationship with self-esteem, 
organizational commitment and OCB.7 Therefore, we con-
ducted multiple regression analyses to test to what extent 
military role identities predict self-esteem, organizational 
commitment and OCB.

3  Results
Table 3 presents the correlations for all variables.8 With 
respect to the relations between the demographic (dummy) 

6 Dummy variables were created by recoding the nominal demo-
graphic variables and ordinal background variables into new var-
iables. Gender was recoded into gender (male) with 1  =  male and 
0 = female; marital status was recoded into a dummy variable mar-
ital status (married) with only two categories: 1 = married or living 
with partner, 0 =  living alone or with parents. Furthermore, we re-
coded unit into a dummy variable unit (combat) with two categories: 
1 = combat unit, 0 = combat support unit or other.
7 Our analyses also explored the role of the military role identities 
for possible mediation effects, but the correlations were not high 
enough to conduct relevant and useful mediation. The mediation 
effects measured with Sobel tests were not significant or very weak 
(Sobel 1986). 
8 The demographic variables function, and number of missions were 
already left out of the correlation analysis because of statistical rea-
sons. Number of missions were not related to any outcome variable, 
and the variable function did not have any significant relation with 
military role identity. 

variables9 and military role identities, age, marital status 
and type of unit were significantly related to warrior role 
identity (r  =  −0.18, r  =  −0.09 and r  =  0.26, respectively). 
These findings suggest that when soldiers age, their iden-
tification with the warrior role decreases. Those who 
were living alone without a partner had slightly higher 
warrior role identity than those married or living with a 
partner. Not surprisingly, soldiers of a combat unit had 
greater warrior role identity than those of combat-support 
units. Gender was not related to warrior role identity, but 
was negatively correlated with peacekeeper role identity 
(r = −0.11, p < 0.01), suggesting that women tend to relate 
more to the peacekeeper role identity. Furthermore, oppo-
site to the pattern for warrior role identity, age was sig-
nificantly and positively associated with peacekeeper role 
identity (r = 0.10, p < 0.01), suggesting that as soldiers age, 
they relate more to the peacekeeper role identity. Marital 
status and unit showed no association with peacekeeper 
role identity.10

With respect to the relationship between military 
role identity and the outcome variables, the results 
demonstrated that peacekeeper role identity was moder-
ately related to all of the outcome variables (self-esteem: 
r = 0.19, organizational commitment: r = 0.27, OCB: r = 0.30, 
p < 0.01), but warrior role identity was only related to organ-
izational commitment and OCB and was not significantly 

9 See footnote 8 for the dummy variables.
10 In our analyses, we also conducted multiple regression analyses 
with the demographics as independent variables and the military 
role identities as dependent variables. The demographic variables 
explained 8% of variance in warrior role identity (adjusted R2 = 0.08, 
F(4, 798) = 17.45, p = 0.00). With unit and age predicting warrior role 
identity (β  =  0.22, t  =  6.20, p  =  0.00; β  =  −0.11, t  =  −3.05, p  =  0.00, 
respectively). Only 2% of variance in peacekeeper role identity (ad-
justed R2  =  0.02, F(4, 803)  =  5.02, p  =  0.00) was explained by age 
and gender (β = 0.13, t = 3.35, p = 0.00; gender: β = −0.10, t = −2.91, 
p = 0.00, respectively).

Tab 3: Correlations

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Age 1
2. Gender (male) −0.01 1
3. Marital (married) 0.38** 0.06 1
4. Unit (combat) −0.26** 0.13** 0.09** 1
5. Warrior −0.18** 0.05 −0.09* 0.26** 1
6. Peacekeeper 0.10** −0.11** −0.01 −0.02 −0.07°
7. Self-esteem 0.26** −0.09* 0.16** −0.09* −0.01 0.19** 1
8. Organ. comm. 0.23** −0.09** 0.06 0.01 0.14** 0.27** 0.41** 1
9. OCB 0.18** −0.10** 0.11** −0.08* 0.09* 0.30** 0.41** 0.47**

Note: **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, °p = 0.05.
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related to self-esteem. The relations of warrior role 
identity with the outcome variables were much weaker 
than the relations for peacekeeper role identity (r = 0.14, 
p < 0.01; r = 0.09, p < 0.05, respectively). Moreover, the 
two military role identities were uncorrelated (r = −0.07; 
p  =  0.05), supporting the bidimensional construct of 
military role identity.

3.1   The relative effects of warrior and peace-
keeper role identity on the prediction of 
self-esteem, organizational commitment 
and OCB

Multiple regression analyses were conducted to assess the 
combined and independent effects of the two types of mil-
itary role identity, after controlling for the effects of the 
demographic variables entered on the first step. On the 
second step, the military role identities were entered in 
the regression analysis to test their combined and inde-
pendent influence on self-esteem, organizational commit-
ment and OCB.

Table 4 shows that 8% of variance in self-esteem  
was explained by the demographic variables age, 
marital status and gender (age: β  =  0.22, t  = 6.13, 
p  =  0.00; marital status: β  =  0.11, t  =  2.96 p  =  0.00; 
gender: b = −0.09, t = −2.53 p = 0.01). After adding mil-
itary role identity, the explained variance increased 
with another 3% (F(2,803)  =  12.58, p  =  0.00), and this 
was explained exclusively by peacekeeper role identity 
(b = 0.16, t = 4.83, p = 0.00), which is not surprising given 
that warrior role identity was not related to self-esteem 
in the first place.

Table 5 shows that 6% of variance in organizational 
commitment was explained by demographic variables 
(adjusted R2  =  0.15, F(4,805)  =  14.03, p  =  0.00). The 
results demonstrate that age, unit and gender predict 
this variance, although age predicts a greater variance. 
Furthermore, the results show that after adding the 
military role identities, both peacekeeper role identity 
and warrior role identity predict unique and signifi-
cant variance in organizational commitment over and 
above each other (F(2,803) = 43.85, p = 0.00), although 
peacekeeper role identity predicts a greater amount of 
variance (b = 0.25, t = 7.58, p = 0.00; β = 0.20, t = 5.93, 
p = 0.00, for peacekeeper and warrior military role iden-
tity, respectively).

Table 6 shows the results for OCB. Four percent of 
the variance in OCB was explained by demographic vari-
ables only (adjusted R2 = 0.04, F(4, 805) = 9.48, p = 0.00). 

By adding military role identities in the second step, 
the explained variance increased significantly with 
4% up to 14%, suggesting that both peacekeeper role  
identity and warrior role identity predicted unique var-
iance in OCB, with peacekeeper role identity (β  =  0.29, 
t = 8.66, p = 0.00) again predicting a greater proportion 
of variance than warrior role identity (b = 0.16, t = 4.62, 
p = 0.00).

Tab. 4: Combined and unique prediction of self-esteem based on 
military role identity

Model summary Self-esteem

R2 adjusted ΔR2 F(ΔR2) p

Step 1 0.08 0.08 18.22 0.00
Step 2 0.10 0.03 12.58 0.00
Step 1 Β β t p
Constant 1.89 – 20.78 0.00
Age 0.01 0.22 6.13 0.00
Marital 0.10 0.11 2.96 0.00
Unit −0.01 −0.01 −0.18 0.86
Gender −0.19 −0.09 −2.53 0.01
Step 2 Β β t p
Constant 1.40 – 8.94 0.00
Age 0.01 0.21 5.83 0.00
Marital 0.10 0.11 3.20 0.00
Unit −0.02 −0.02 −0.60 0.55
Gender −0.15 −0.07 −2.05 0.04
Peacekeeper 0.12 0.16 4.83 0.00
Warrior 0.04 0.06 1.60 0.11

Tab. 5: Combined and unique prediction of organizational commit-
ment based on military role identity

Model summary Organizational commitment

R2 adjusted ΔR2 F(ΔR2) p

Step 1 0.06 0.07 14.03 0.00
Step 2 0.15 0.09 43.85 0.00
Step 1 Β β t p
Constant 3.67 – 27.98 0.00
Age 0.02 0.25 6.84 0.00
Marital −0.01 −0.01 −0.15 0.88
Unit 0.11 0.09 2.48 0.01
Gender −0.29 −0.10 −2.78 0.00
Step 2 Β β t p
Constant 2.10 – 10.01 0.00
Age 0.02 0.25 7.00 0.00
Marital 0.01 0.01 0.27 0.79
Unit 0.05 0.04 1.15 0.25
Gender −0.22 −0.08 −2.30 0.02
Peacekeeper 0.26 0.25 7.58 0.00
Warrior 0.19 0.20 5.93 0.00
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4  Summary and discussion
In this article, we have focused on relationships between 
demographics (unit, gender, age and marital status), mil-
itary role identities and self-esteem, organizational com-
mitment and OCB. We performed correlation analysis and 
we examined the influence of these demographic varia-
bles on military role identity to find evidence for anteced-
ents of military role identity. Over the years, studies have 
relied on military role identity as a unidimensional con-
struct. However, as discussed in our theoretical review, 
the WPRIS was developed to measure both identities as 
independent identities. Our results clearly support this: 
the two military role identities are uncorrelated as we 
expected based on our previous studies and other studies 
(Azari et al. 2010; Broesder et al. 2015; Wong 2004). Sol-
diers identify with both roles at the same time, and a pref-
erence for one role is not linked to a preference for the 
other. Looking more closely at the psychometric qualities 
of the WPRIS, we found clear similarities in validity and 
reliability in comparison with previous studies. Thus, the 
WPRIS is a useful and relevant instrument to measure mil-
itary role identity.

Furthermore, we have found evidence for the anteced-
ents of military role identity. Similar to a previous Dutch 
study (Broesder and Op den Buijs 2015), warrior unit and 
age have emerged as important antecedents for the for-
mation of warrior role identity. However, the warrior role 
identity likely varies with the nature of dominant tasks 

(being part of a combat unit or a combat-support unit). 
Britt (2003) demonstrated that soldiers of combat units 
were more likely not to be in favor of a peacekeeping 
operation, and soldiers whose military occupational spe-
cialty was armor, crewman or infantry were more likely 
to say that a peacekeeping mission was not relevant to 
their role as soldier. Our study also largely confirms that 
demographic variables predict peacekeeper role iden-
tity; age and gender are antecedents, although the pre-
dicted amount of variance is small. Women relate mainly 
to the peacekeeper role identity and identify more with 
the helping and supporting aspects of the peacekeeper 
identity.

With respect to the influence of military role identity 
on self-esteem, organizational commitment and OCB, 
our research confirms that military role identities are 
not only independent but also very important in their 
relationship with these outcome variables. While peace-
keeper role identity predicts all outcome variables, the 
warrior role identity only predicts organizational com-
mitment and OCB and is not related to self-esteem at all. 
A possible explanation can be the institutional forces 
upon which soldiers build their perceptions of warrior 
role identity instead of self-esteem. Military socialization 
and other institutional practices, norms, values and cul-
tures shape how soldiers perceive their military role, and 
these factors are not only relevant in individual identity 
formation but also in behavior. Although there have been 
many transformations concerning the warrior identity 
definition due to political, social and cultural changes, 
the warrior ethos is still recognized as playing a crucial 
role in military socialization processes, where soldiers 
will be hardened and prepared for battle and trying to 
meet operational requirements (Dalenberg 2017; Talbot 
2012). Socialization processes and contemporary train-
ing shape a sense of expertise, power, bravery, vigor 
and courage (Kaurin 2014; Talbot 2012) and are likely to 
lead to loyal and responsible behavior (Dalenberg 2017). 
Therefore, we believe that warrior role identity may be 
related to self-confidence or physical and moral courage, 
concepts we did not measure. Instead, we measured 
personal self-esteem based on the Self-Esteem-Scale of  
Rosenberg (1965) which refers to feelings of self- 
acceptance, self-competence, self-worth and the sense 
of own values within a certain situation (Wahyu Ariani 
2012). These feelings appeared to be predicted by peace-
keeper role identity, most likely because peacekeepers 
are able to make sense of the situation, and they perceive 
the situation as relevant to their identity (Britt 2003). 
This finding and the knowledge from previous studies 
confirm that self-esteem is an important aspect in the 

Tab. 6: Combined and unique prediction of OCB based on military 
role identity

Model summary OCB

R2 adjusted ΔR2 F(ΔR2) p

Step 1 0.04 0.05 9.48 0.00
Step 2 0.14 0.10 46.45 0.00
Step 1 Β β t p
Constant 3.95 – 31.904 0.00
Age 0.01 0.15 4.11 0.00
Gender −0.28 −0.10 −2.93 0.00
Marital 0.08 0.06 1.78 0.08
Unit −0.02 −0.02 −0.46 0.65
Step 2 Β β t p
Constant 2.48 – 12.55 0.00
Age 0.01 0.14 3.91 0.00
Marital 0.09 0.08 2.29 0.02
Gender −0.20 −0.07 −2.20 0.03
Unit −0.06 −0.06 −1.60 0.11
Peacekeeper 0.28 0.29 8.66 0.00
Warrior 0.14 0.16 4.62 0.00
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military context. Self-esteem not only helps soldiers in 
being flexible, it may also prevent stress in demanding, 
ambiguous and dangerous situations, and it could influ-
ence feelings of competence and enhance persisting task 
performance (Van Boxmeer et al. 2008). It should be 
clear that more attention should be paid to the creation 
of peacekeeper role identity in military training, prepa-
ration and socialization activities. Nevertheless, further 
research is required for understanding the relationship 
between peacekeeper role identity and self-esteem.

With respect to organizational commitment and OCB, 
peacekeeper role identity also appeared to be a highly 
important predictor variable next to warrior role iden-
tity. Given that organizational commitment and OCB are 
key constructs in the workplace and in organizational 
research leading to organizational effectiveness and 
individual performance, our findings are important for 
the military. Although we did not apply the most com-
monly used affective component of Meyer’s et al. (1993), 
we found positive relationships between military role 
identity and organizational commitment. Our previous 
findings were confirmed; military role identity, and in 
particular peacekeeper role identity, predicts a substan-
tial amount of variance in organizational commitment.

Moreover, organizational commitment in turn is 
related to OCB. Also, OCB is a unique aspect, and similar 
to organizational commitment, it is important for organ-
izational effectiveness and individual performance. 
According to Organ (1994), it refers to the “good soldier” 
prototype in the military context. Although we meas-
ured OCB with a relative limited subset of items of OCB, 
referring only to the helping dimension of the OCB con-
struct, we found positive relationships between military 
role identity and OCB, whereas peacekeeper role identity 
appeared to be a stronger predictor than warrior role iden-
tity. Other studies demonstrated that there are more inter-
esting dimensions of OCB in a military context (Goffin 
et al. 2013; Van Creij 2017). Actually, Goffin et al. (2013) 
suggested that a nine-dimensional approach would be 
more appropriate in a military context. This could be a 
focus in further research concerning military role identity 
and OCB. Moreover, studies suggest that leadership may 
also play an important role in the development of OCB in 
the military (Dalenberg 2017; Goffin et al. 2013; Van Creij 
2017). Examining the role of leadership in the relation-
ship between military role identity and OCB is another 
step to be taken in further research. In summary, mili-
tary role identity is important in predicting self-esteem, 
organizational commitment and OCB, whereas peace-
keeper role identity is the strongest predictor for these 
work-related aspects.

4.1   Limitations and future research 
directions

In this study, we faced a few methodological issues. First, 
regarding the sample and with all participants as army 
personnel, only one military service was represented. 
Research with larger and more controlled populations from 
different nations and other military services will allow a 
generalization of the results. In addition, we collected data 
from four countries which were very similar to some extent 
of the military culture, socialization and training of mili-
tary personnel. Our study would have been more complete 
if more countries (and dissimilar countries) would have 
been surveyed. However, this sampling method would 
require a more complex approach in order to monitor the 
effects of more diverse cultural backgrounds.

In addition, in this study, we used convenience sam-
pling, which made it difficult to determine how many 
questionnaires were actually sent out in the countries and 
how many people refused to complete the questionnaire.

Furthermore, the results may partly be influenced by 
common method variance because of the self-reported 
questionnaire that measured military role identities and 
the outcome variables at one point in time (Jakobsen 
and Rasmus 2015). More extensive research with differ-
ent samples and data collection methods would provide 
broader evidence for the results.

For further research, it would also make military role 
identity studies more complete if actual behavior would 
also be measured next to military role identity, self- 
esteem, organizational commitment and OCB. The behav-
ior intentions we measured are closely related to actual 
behavior during missions; however, we did not measure 
actual behavior or performance of military personnel.

Another issue concerns the translation of the ques-
tionnaire. Although the results show uniformity and no 
consistent differences were found with regard to the prin-
cipal understanding and internal consistency after careful 
processed translation into different languages, we did not 
use the “back translation” technique as method for ensur-
ing a clear, unambiguous and understandable transla-
tion of specific items in the questionnaire. This may have 
caused some bias due to misinterpretations or different 
interpretation of the items in the questionnaire. It is advis-
able to make use of this procedure (Brislin 1970).

5  Conclusion
Soldiers perform in dangerous and unpredictable situ-
ations; hence, insight into their military role identity is 
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of utmost importance to predict their behavior. Future 
researchers and commanders may therefore benefit from 
the use of the WPRIS for international survey studies as 
well as for practical use. Furthermore, this research sup-
ports the presumption that dimensions of peacekeeper  
role identity, such as reconstruction, support and diplo-
macy, are even more important contributors to self- 
esteem, organizational commitment and OCB than the 
way soldiers perceive force and military power, tasks 
embedded in warrior role identity. As peacekeeper role 
identity influences important and desirable intentions 
and behavior, focusing on this identity in socialization 
and training for operations may not only influence sol-
diers’ behavior but also benefit organizational effective-
ness and performance. Moreover, the implications of the 
relationship between military role identity and work- 
related aspects suggest that military leaders should be 
aware  –  in advance  – of the perceptions of the military 
role and expectations within their military units and 
the effects on behavior. Although future studies should 
be conducted to further explore and evaluate the poten-
tial impact of military role identity through work-related 
aspects on soldiers’ behavior and organizational perfor-
mance, the findings provide a clear and fruitful insight 
into the relationships between military role identity and 
self-esteem, organizational commitment and OCB.
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