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1. Introduction

Verbal communication ethics, or linguistic politeness, constitutes an important aspect of
students’ character formation (Berkowitz & Bier, 2005; Lickona, 1991; Samani & Hariyanto, 2011).
Language functions not only as an instrument of communication but also as a representation of
values, attitudes, and the quality of social relationships . In educational contexts, polite language use
is an important indicator for assessing the successful internalization of moral and social values among
students and the cultivation of harmonious relationships . Language competence is measured not
only in linguistic terms but also by the ethical appropriateness of language use across various social
situations .

However, contemporary social developments indicate a tendency toward the deterioration of
verbal communication ethics, both in face-to-face interactions and on social media platforms. The
normalization of coarse diction, profanity, and demeaning attitudes has become increasingly evident
in everyday communication . This phenomenon indicates that problems concerning verbal
communication ethics are no longer incidental but have become part of a social dynamic that requires
serious attention in education.

In linguistic scholarship, linguistic politeness is generally positioned as part of social interaction
practices that manage interpersonal relationships through the concept of “face,” or the maintenance of
face in communication. This perspective is articulated in Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory
through the concept of the Face-Threatening Act and in Leech’s Politeness Principle, both of which
are oriented toward the creation of social harmony . Nevertheless, these approaches tend to reduce
politeness to cognitive and contextual linguistic strategies , thereby insufficiently capturing the
normative and ethical dimensions of language use. Subsequent scholars, including Eelen (2001),
Watts (2003), Mills (2003), and Spencer-Oatey (2005), have argued that these approaches are
limited because they tend to view politeness as an individual-cognitive linguistic strategy and do not
adequately accommodate the broader and multilayered dynamics of actual social praxis . Within a
broader framework, linguistic politeness can also be understood as an ethical practice that reflects a
value orientation toward others while serving as a medium for transmitting cultural values across
generations .

Building on these limitations, this study employs the concept of “verbal communication ethics”
to examine students’ communication practices not only as linguistic strategies but also as part of
value internalization in everyday social interactions. In this study, verbal communication ethics is
understood as a communication practice encompassing the use of polite expressions, respect for
interlocutors, regulation of verbal emotions, appropriate diction, and the alignment of communicative
behavior with the social context of everyday interactions. This construct was measured through
students’ communication behavior across various social relationship contexts at school and within the
family. In Islamic education, language use is understood as being related to the formation of adab, or
Islamic moral etiquette, through polite language, respect for interlocutors, and the regulation of verbal
behavior in various communication situations . These principles serve as ethical reference points in
shaping students’ communication behavior in educational settings. Through this framework, the study
seeks to examine how the values of linguistic politeness are reflected in students’ everyday
communication practices across different school contexts.

Efforts to cultivate verbal communication ethics in educational settings can employ school-
based ethical-language awareness strategies and humanistic learning approaches that connect
ethical values with contextual language use. Within a humanistic approach, value internalization and
learner-centered reflection support the development of ethical social behavior by extending learning
beyond conceptual mastery to the habituation of attitudes
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and language practices aligned with human values .

Previous studies conducted in mainstream school settings have examined classroom-based
approaches to language and character education, including sociolinguistic approaches to language
learning (Saputra, 2025) and Pendidikan Agama Islam dan Budi Pekerti (Islamic Religious Education
and Character Education) (Faiz et al., 2020). The literature also indicates that the implementation of
values in students’ communication practices may vary by social context and may not consistently
appear outside structured learning situations (Fuadin et al., 2025; Prabandari, 2020). These studies
describe particular educational contexts and do not imply that all mainstream schools share the same
orientation.

Previous research suggests a possible gap between normative knowledge and students’
language practices in everyday interactions (Mulyadi, 2021). Politeness practices tend to be more
readily observed in structured formal learning settings (Liani & Dafit, 2023 ; Maharani et al., 2025),
but their application may vary in informal interactions. These earlier findings support the need to
compare self-reported behavior with actual practices without concluding that one educational
approach is causally more effective than another.

In the context of this study, an adab-based school is understood as a value-based Islamic
educational model that formally places moral habituation, role modeling, and character formation
within everyday pedagogical practices. At the selected adab-based school, politeness values are not
only stated as rules but are also practiced through teacher-student and peer interactions. This
approach is conceptually aligned with Ibn Jama’ah’s and Al-Ghazali’'s thought on adab and the
formation of students’ akhlak (moral character) (Abdi et al., 2022). In this study, habituation is treated
as an institutional context that may be associated with observed language practices, not as an
established causal mechanism.

Several studies have examined linguistic politeness in education by analyzing forms of
utterance, communication strategies, and violations of politeness principles, primarily through
qualitative approaches (Febriasari & Wijayanti, 2018; Missouri & Widayati, 2024 ; Nasution et al.,
2024 ; Susandi et al., 2023). Related studies have addressed communicative language learning and
character education (Adib, 2024 ; Hanik & Ahsani, 2021). Other studies have used Likert scales to
measure attitudinal tendencies or self-reported behavior. However, the integration of self-report scores
with actual communication practices in everyday interactions remains limited. Pramudani et al. (2025)
showed that a high level of moral understanding concerning polite language is not always consistently
reflected in social behavior. Accordingly, this study treats the possibility of response bias, including
social desirability bias, as an interpretation that requires cautious examination rather than as a directly
measured variable.

In this study, the questionnaire measures the frequency of self-reported ethical verbal
communication behavior, not normative understanding as a cognitive construct. Data integration
compares self-reported behavior, observed practices, and the institutional contexts perceived by
informants. Cross-source comparison is used to assess whether the qualitative findings support,
extend, or contradict the quantitative results. The analysis is limited to one adab-based school and
one mainstream school selected purposively; therefore, the results do not represent all schools in
either category.

This study aims to analyze differences in self-report scores for verbal communication ethics and
compare them with observed communication practices at the two elementary schools under study.
Observational and interview data provide an interpretive context for the quantitative results. The study
is comparative and interpretive, rather than a causal evaluation of the effectiveness of school type.
Specifically, the study addresses the following questions:

1. How do students’ self-report scores for verbal communication ethics differ
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between the adab-based school and the mainstream school under study?

2. How are students’ ethical verbal communication practices observed in everyday interactions
at the two schools?

3. How do the observational and interview data support, extend, or contradict the self-report
scores at the two schools under study?

This study offers an initial analytical framework linking self-reported ethical verbal
communication behavior, observed communication practices, and institutional contexts.
Methodologically, the study integrates questionnaire, observational, and interview data to interpret
disparities across sources. Practically, the findings may inform the cultivation of verbal communication
ethics in schools with comparable characteristics, without generalizing to all adab-based or
mainstream schools.

2. Methods

This study employed a convergent mixed-methods design with a comparative quantitative
component. This classification was selected because questionnaire, observational, and interview data
were collected during overlapping periods rather than in a separate quantitative-then-qualitative
sequence. Quantitative data were used to compare the scores of the two groups (Creswell, 2014 ),
whereas observational and interview data were analyzed separately to provide context for the
quantitative patterns. The two types of data were then integrated through a joint display and cross-
source interpretation to identify convergence, extension, or contradiction among the findings (Creswell
& Plano Clark, 2018).

Participants were students in Grades IV, V, and VI from one adab-based school and one
mainstream school in West Java. The inclusion criteria were enrollment in one of these grade levels,
the ability to read and understand the questionnaire items independently, attendance during the data
collection period, and willingness to participate in the research procedures under school supervision.
The selection of upper elementary grades was based on the development of reading ability,
instrument comprehension, and social awareness among children aged approximately 10 to 12 years
(Piaget, 1950; Selman, 1980). Incomplete responses or responses displaying uniformly extreme
patterns during data screening were excluded from the quantitative analysis.

The sample was selected purposively based on its alignment with the study objectives (Etikan
et al.,, 2016). The adab-based school was selected because it formally implements a curriculum and
habituation practices that position adab as a central component of education. The mainstream school
was selected as a comparative context because it follows the national curriculum without a specific
adab-based program. Both schools serve students in Grades IV through VI in the same region, but no
matching was conducted for sex, age, family background, or socioeconomic characteristics.
Accordingly, group comparability can be assessed only to a limited extent, and the comparison does
not represent all schools in the two categories.

Data collection took place from September 2025 to May 2026 at two elementary schools in
West Java. Observations were conducted from October 2025 to April 2026, while interviews and
questionnaire administration occurred during overlapping periods of the study. Quantitative and
qualitative data were analyzed separately after each phase of data collection had been completed
and were then integrated at the interpretation stage through a joint display. This sequence confirms
that the research procedure was convergent rather than explanatory sequential.

The initial number of participants was 48 students at the adab-based school and 50 students at
the mainstream school. After data cleaning, each group retained 40 responses, resulting in the
exclusion of 8 responses from the adab-based school and 10 responses from
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the mainstream school. The first criterion was one or more unanswered items, which were handled
through listwise deletion (Little & Rubin, 2019). The second criterion was a highly uniform extreme
response pattern after reverse scoring. This examination of extreme patterns was conducted as
exploratory screening and did not use a validated numerical threshold; therefore, the procedure was
not treated as a standardized measure of social desirability bias or ERS (Paulhus, 1991). The
available data-cleaning records did not separate the number of exclusions by reason, and no
sensitivity analysis was conducted before and after elimination. The study also did not conduct an a
priori power analysis or a sensitivity analysis to determine the minimum detectable effect size. Thus,
sample-size adequacy is not claimed, and small effects may not have been detected.
Table 1. Participant Flow and Available Group Information

Group Initial participants Data Total excluded Grade, n (%) Sex, n (%)
analyzed

Adab- 48 40 8 IV: 15 (37.5%) V: 10 M: 23 (57.5%)
based (25.0%) VI: 15 (37.5%) F: 17 (42.5%)
school

Mainstr 50 40 10 IV: 10 (25.0%) V: 15 M: 17 (42.5%)
eam (37.5%) VI: 15 (37.5%) F: 23 (57.5%)
school

Note. The number of exclusions for each reason was not available in the analytical records.
The grade and sex distributions in this table refer to the 40 responses analyzed in each group. M =
male; F = female.

Data were collected using a questionnaire comprising 50 statements rated on a four-point Likert
scale (always, often, rarely, never). The instrument was developed around five relational
communication contexts: communication with parents, teachers, peers, older students, as well as
younger students and members of the general public. Each context included indicators of verbal
politeness, word choice, regulation of emotions in speech, respect for interlocutors, and responses in
everyday social interactions. The development of the instrument indicators drew on Politeness Theory
, Leech’s politeness principle and the concept of adab in Islamic communication. The instrument
blueprint covered the use of polite expressions, respect for interlocutors, regulation of verbal
emotions, polite conflict resolution, and the avoidance of aggressive, coarse, and demeaning verbal
behavior.

The instrument blueprint was developed based on relational communication contexts commonly
experienced by elementary school students. Each dimension contained indicators of positive and
negative verbal behavior developed from politeness theory, interpersonal communication, and the
concept of adab in social interaction. A summary of the instrument blueprint is presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. Blueprint of the Student Verbal Communication Ethics Instrument

Communication Primary Indicator Example Item Number of
Dimension/Context ltems
Parents verbal politeness, respect, “Saying ‘please’ when asking 10
and emotional regulation in parents for something” (+)
family communication “Yelling at parents in a raised
voice” (-)
Teachers formal respect and academic  “Asking the teacher for 10
politeness permission using polite
words” (+) “Interrupting the
teacher” (-)
Older students verbal respect in senior-junior  “Greeting older students 10
relationships warmly” (+) “Calling older

students by demeaning
names (for example, animal

names)” (-)
Peers social communication and “Correcting a friend who is 10
conflict resolution wrong using gentle words” (+)

“Mocking friends using
coarse/obscene words” (-)

Younger students and the verbal role modeling and “Speaking politely to younger 10
general public social-emotional regulation students or younger children”

(+) “Shouting or speaking

harshly when angry” (-)

The instrument comprised positive and negative items. For positive items, the highest score
was assigned to the response “always,” whereas negative items were reverse scored before analysis.
The instrument used a four-point Likert scale with a total score range of 50-200. Higher scores
indicate a stronger tendency toward ethical verbal communication.

The instrument was developed by preparing a blueprint and writing items based on the
politeness theory of Brown and Levinson (1987 ), Leech’s politeness principle, and the concept of
adab in Islamic communication. Three academics with expertise in Islamic religious education,
character education, learning evaluation, and the development of elementary education instruments
conducted expert judgment. The assessment covered relevance, readability, diction accuracy, clarity
of behavioral context, and the developmental appropriateness of the language for students. Revisions
included simplifying the wording, adjusting behavioral contexts, and removing terms that were overly
abstract. The final instrument consisted of 50 items. The numbers of items revised, retained without
changes, or discarded were not documented separately; therefore, evidence of content validity is
limited to the expert-judgment process and is not interpreted as established construct validity.

Following revision based on expert feedback, the order of the questionnaire items was
randomized before distribution. This step was taken to minimize potential response bias, particularly
order effects and the tendency toward monotonous response patterns . The four-point scale was
selected to avoid central tendency bias, thereby encouraging respondents to provide more definite
responses regarding their behavioral tendencies .

This study did not use Aiken’s V, the Content Validity Index (CVI), exploratory factor analysis, or
confirmatory factor analysis (Hair et al., 2019; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). Therefore, claims
regarding instrument validity are limited to content appropriateness based on expert judgment,
iterative revision, and evaluation of item readability and context. The instrument was analyzed as a
total score; reliability for each relationship context was not calculated as a separate subscale.

Nonparticipant observation was used to document students’ language practices in natural
settings. The researcher acted as an external observer and did not participate in students’ interactions
(Ary et al., 2010; L. Cohen et al., 2018; Creswell, 2012).
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Observations were conducted from October 2025 to April 2026 in learning, sports, recess, and
religious activity contexts. Each observation lasted approximately 45 to 240 minutes, depending on
the school activity. The available records were organized by activity context and did not include
separate summaries of the number of sessions or total hours at each school. This limitation in
documentation restricts the auditability of observation intensity.

Observation categories included polite expressions, tone of voice, coarse or demeaning words,
verbal respect, emotional regulation, and responses in social interactions. Comparable activity
contexts were observed at both schools. Findings were recorded during and immediately after the
observations in field notes. Because events were not counted using a standardized frequency sheet,
terms such as more frequent or not dominant were not used as quantitative measures; the
observational results were interpreted as patterns documented within the observed contexts.

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with four key informants: the principal and the staff
member responsible for curriculum at each school (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Informants were selected
because of their involvement in policies, habituation, and the monitoring of verbal communication
ethics. Interviews at the adab-based school were conducted on October 30, 2025, while interviews at
the mainstream school were conducted on April 6, 2026, and lasted approximately 40 to 60 minutes
per informant. Questions addressed communication habituation, monitoring of verbal behavior,
responses to violations, and institutional approaches. The interviews were documented in detailed
written notes containing informants’ direct responses, but these notes were not complete transcripts
produced from audio recordings. The Results section presents quotations reproduced verbatim from
the available written notes, with ellipses marking omitted portions, and uses the anonymous codes
SBA-KS, SBA-KUR, SU-KS, and SU-KUR. These quotations were used as evidence of informants’
perceptions of institutional practices, not as measures of the frequency of student behavior or
evidence of causal mechanisms.

Observational and interview data were analyzed through repeated reading, descriptive coding,
grouping codes into categories, and formulating simple themes (Braun & Clarke, 2006). As an
example of traceability, notes on low voice volume, requests for permission, and controlled responses
were coded as controlled verbal expression and grouped under the category of school communication
practices. Notes on teacher role modeling, direct supervision, and routine expressions were coded as
institutional habituation. The first author conducted the initial coding, while the second and third
authors reviewed the categories and principal interpretations; this procedure was not independent
double coding. Quantitative and qualitative data were compared through a joint display to assess
whether the findings supported, extended, or contradicted one another (L. Cohen et al., 2018;
Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018 ; Denzin, 2009).

Quantitative analysis was conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics version 27. The internal
consistency of the total score was examined using Cronbach’s alpha. Normality in each group was
tested using the Shapiro-Wilk test (Field, 2018; Razali & Wah, 2011). Because one group did not
meet the normality assumption, score differences were analyzed using the Mann-Whitney U test. The
effect size was calculated as r = |Z|/AN, where N is the total number of analyzed observations, and
was interpreted based on J. Cohen (1988 ). The raw data required to recalculate the median, IQR, W
statistic, and appropriate confidence intervals were unavailable at the revision stage.

The study was conducted after formal permission had been obtained from both schools.
Activities involving students took place under school supervision, and student and institutional
identities were anonymized in the reporting. The available research documentation did not separately
record written parental or guardian consent, age-appropriate child assent, written consent from adult
informants, ethics committee
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approval or formal exemption, the data-storage medium, or the data-retention period. Therefore, this
manuscript does not claim formal ethics approval and transparently acknowledges these procedural
limitations.

3. Results

3.1 Descriptive Statistics

Internal consistency of the total score was high in both groups, with Cronbach’s alpha = .942 at
the adab-based school and .930 at the mainstream school. Reliability values for each relationship
context were not calculated because the instrument was analyzed as a total score. The descriptive
results further indicated a difference in the mean self-report scores for verbal communication ethics; a
summary is presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for Self-Report Scores of Verbal Communication Ethics

Group N Mean Standard Deviation
Adab-Based School 40 167.15 17.696
Mainstream School 40 179.50 14.394

Based on Table 3, students at the mainstream school obtained a higher mean self-report score
(M = 179.50; SD = 14.394) than students at the adab-based school (M = 167.15; SD = 17.696). The
median and IQR are not reported because the raw data were unavailable for recalculation at the
revision stage; these results do not directly indicate actual communication practices.

3.2 Normality Test

The Shapiro-Wilk test was used to determine the appropriateness of the statistical analysis.
The normality test results are presented in Table 4.
Table 4. Normality Test

Group Sig.
Adab-Based School .136
Mainstream School <.001

Based on Table 4, the adab-based school group had p = .136, whereas the mainstream school
group had p < .001. The available output contained only the p value and did not retain the W statistic;
therefore, W could not be reported or reverified. Because one group did not meet the normality
assumption, the comparison proceeded using a nonparametric test.

3.3 Mann-Whitney U Test

Differences in verbal communication ethics scores between the two groups were analyzed
using the Mann-Whitney U test. Rank results and test statistics are presented in Tables 5 and 6.

Table 5. Mann-Whitney U Test Results

Group N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks

Adab-Based School 40 31.15 1246.00

Mainstream School 40 49.85 1994.00
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Table 6. Test Statistics

Test Value
Mann-Whitney U 426.00
Wilcoxon W 1246.00
z -3.601
Asymptotic Sig. (2-tailed) <.001

Based on Table 5, the mean rank was 49.85 for the mainstream school and 31.15 for the adab-
based school. Table 6 shows U = 426.00, Z = -3.601, p < .001. The effect size of r = .40 indicates a
moderate difference according to the criteria of J. Cohen (1988).

3.4 Observational Findings

The SBA-OBS observation notes indicate that, in several observed contexts, students used
relatively low tone of voice, polite expressions when asking permission, and controlled verbal
responses during minor conflicts and everyday activities. Coarse words were also recorded in several
informal interactions. These findings describe patterns in the field notes rather than systematically
counted event frequencies.

The SU-OBS observation notes documented the use of coarse words, raised tones, and
shouting in several sports, recess, and learning contexts. Expressions such as “ajig,” “anjing,” and
“goblok” were recorded in spontaneous interactions among students. In other situations, polite
expressions such as “excuse me” directed toward older people were also observed. Because
standardized event counts were not used, these findings are not interpreted as estimates of
population frequency.

Overall, SBA-OBS documented requests for permission, low tone of voice, controlled verbal
responses, and some coarse words, whereas SU-OBS documented coarse words, raised tones,
shouting, and polite expressions in certain situations. These findings indicate different patterns in the
available records but do not permit cross-school frequency comparisons or causal inference.

3.5 Supporting Interview Data

At the adab-based school, both informants emphasized habituation and role modeling as the
primary means of cultivating communication. SBA-KUR stated, “Through advice and stories (to instill
adab, especially in speaking). The teachers set examples, and the teachers also model this for one
another.” SBA-KS also described the use of routine expressions: “Yes, there is the habituation of
saying thank you; at the end of a lesson, ‘jazaakillahu khairan’ ... it is taught until it becomes habitual.”
These quotations support the theme of institutional habituation through advice, stories, teacher role
modeling, and repeated speech practices. This evidence nevertheless represents accounts provided
by school administrators and does not directly measure changes in student behavior.

At the mainstream school, informants described cultivation through curricular approaches and
role modeling, while also acknowledging that students’ practices were not yet consistent. SU-KUR
explained, “It's mostly more about an approach, really, not a method ... personally, | lean more toward
role modeling ... that can help improve and support students’ character.” SU-KS stated, “They can
already do it, but they're just not consistent yet, not yet istiqomah ... ‘it hasn’t become part of the
culture yet,” as we say.” SU-KS also linked consistency in practice to environments outside the school:
“There’s what we call tripusat pendidikan, the three centers of education, where education has to
involve collaboration among the school, parents, and the community ... especially now that IT is
becoming increasingly pervasive.” This response extends the observational records by indicating that
formal guidance was perceived to be available, while consistency
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in informal situations was still regarded as a challenge.

When integrated, the informants’ direct responses extend, but do not causally validate, the
ordering of the self-report scores. Informants at the adab-based school emphasized habituation and
role modeling, whereas those at the mainstream school emphasized curricular pathways, role
modeling, and inconsistency in practice. Because the quotations were drawn from written notes rather
than complete audio transcripts, and because all informants were school administrators, these
findings are interpreted as institutional narratives. They do not establish the frequency of student
behavior, social desirability bias, the influence of family or digital media, or sustained behavioral
change.

Table 7. Joint Display Integrating Quantitative and Qualitative Findings

Quantitative Observational Interview evidence Relationship Integrated

findings evidence across data interpretation
sources
Scores at the SBA-OBS SBA-KS/KUR and Contradicts and The ordering of the
mainstream school documented SU-KS/KUR extends self-report scores
were higher; U = requests for described different was not fully parallel
426.00, Z = -3.601, permission, low patterns of with the observed
p <.001, r=.40. tone of voice, institutional practices.
controlled verbal cultivation.
responses, and
some coarse words;
SU-OBS
documented coarse
words, raised tones,
shouting, and polite
expressions in
certain situations.
Total-score alpha Verbal behavior Informants Extends Internal reliability
was high in both varied across formal mentioned does not ensure
groups (.942 and and informal habituation and alignment between
.930). contexts. teacher guidance; scores and actual
SU-KS linked behavior.
consistency in
practice to parents,
the community, and
IT.
Social desirability Discrepancies No interview data Cannot be Social desirability
bias was not between scores and  directly measured confirmed remains an
measured directly. observation notes response bias. interpretive
appeared at both possibility, not an
sites. established
mechanism.

Note. SBA = adab-based school; SU = mainstream school; K

affairs; OBS = observation notes.

3.6 Summary of Findings

The study yielded three principal findings:

S = principal; KUR = curriculum

1. Self-report scores at the mainstream school under study were higher than those at the adab-
based school, with a moderate difference based on the Mann-Whitney U test.

2. The observation notes indicated patterns of communication practice that were not fully
parallel with the self-report scores; these patterns were limited to the observed contexts and were not
based on standardized frequency counts.

3. The joint display showed that the qualitative data extended and, in some respects,
contradicted the quantitative results. This integration supports an
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interpretation of disparities across sources but does not establish causal mechanisms or sustained
behavioral change.

4. Discussion

This study identified a lack of parallelism between self-report scores and documented language
practices at two purposively selected schools. Quantitative scores were higher at the mainstream
school. However, SBA-OBS documented requests for permission, low tone of voice, controlled verbal
responses, and some coarse words, whereas SU-OBS documented coarse words, raised tones,
shouting, and polite expressions in certain situations. These differences indicate variation in the
patterns recorded in the available notes but do not permit cross-school frequency comparisons or
generalization to all mainstream and adab-based schools.

The higher questionnaire scores in the mainstream school group indicate the level of self-
reported ethical verbal communication behavior, not cognitive understanding of politeness norms. The
discrepancy with the observation notes indicates that self-report scores do not always align with
spontaneous behavior. This interpretation is consistent with the concept of the Face-Threatening Act
and politeness principles that emphasize the role of norms in language choice (Brown & Levinson,
1987 ; Leech, 1983), but it does not establish that the questionnaire scores measure only normative
knowledge.

At the adab-based school, records of routine expressions, low tone of voice, and controlled
verbal responses are interpretively associated with habituation, teacher role modeling, and the
environmental conditioning perceived by informants. The interview notes do not confirm a causal
mechanism but indicate that routine expressions, direct supervision, and the integration of adab were
regarded as institutional practices. Because the study was not longitudinal, these findings do not
establish sustained behavioral change.

At the mainstream school under study, informants reported cultivation through teacher guidance
and the reinforcement of polite behavior during learning. Family environments and digital media were
mentioned as contexts that might be associated with students’ informal communication. However,
neither factor was measured or verified through independent data sources; therefore, they are treated
as informants’ perceptions rather than established mechanisms.

The disparity between the questionnaire and observations raises the possibility of social
desirability bias, namely the tendency to provide responses considered socially ideal (Paulhus,
1991). However, this study did not use a specific scale or valid procedure to measure such bias.
Therefore, social desirability is used only as an interpretive possibility and not as a confirmed
explanation. Extreme response patterns identified during data cleaning should also not be equated
with social desirability, as the two are distinct concepts.

Theoretically, the findings underscore the need to distinguish among self-reported ethical verbal
communication behavior, observed practices, and institutional contexts as perceived by informants.
The joint display shows that observational and interview data can extend or contradict quantitative
results; thus, integration is not limited to parallel narratives. However, institutional context functions as
an interpretive framework and cannot be treated as a direct cause of behavioral differences.

Practically, the habituation of polite communication, verbal role modeling, and the conditioning
of interactions were perceived by informants as relevant and were observed in the school contexts
under study. These findings may be considered by schools with comparable characteristics, but they
do not demonstrate causal effectiveness or the continuity of behavior beyond the observation period.

This study is limited by its sample size, the selection of only two schools, and the
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absence of demographic matching. Grade and sex distributions were available, but data on age,
family background, and socioeconomic characteristics were unavailable for a more adequate
assessment of group comparability. No a priori power analysis, sensitivity analysis for the minimum
effect size, or comparison of results before and after data cleaning was conducted. The exclusion
records also did not distinguish among reasons for excluding responses, while the screening of
extreme patterns did not use a validated cutoff. The observations did not include summaries of the
number of sessions or total hours per school and did not use standardized frequency counts. The
interview notes contained informants’ direct responses but were not complete audio transcripts;
consequently, the accuracy and completeness of the utterances could not be reverified against
recordings. Social desirability bias, family influence, and digital media were not measured directly. The
ethics documentation also did not record parental or guardian consent, child assent, written consent
from adult informants, ethics committee approval or formal exemption, or the data-retention period.
These limitations restrict generalizability, auditability, and the strength of inferences regarding
mechanisms.

Future research should use larger and stratified samples, report group characteristics
comprehensively, establish data-cleaning criteria before analysis, and conduct sensitivity analyzes.
Observations should document the number of sessions, total duration, and event counts, while
interviews should be recorded and transcribed with participants’ consent. Measures of social
desirability, family factors, and digital media use are also required if these factors are to be tested as
explanations. Ethical procedures for research involving children should include ethics committee
review or formal exemption, parental or guardian consent, child assent, adult informant consent, and a
data-storage and retention plan.

5. Conclusion

At one adab-based school and one mainstream school selected purposively, this study found a
lack of parallelism between self-report scores and ethical verbal communication practices
documented in everyday interactions. Self-report scores were higher at the mainstream school. SBA-
OBS documented requests for permission, low tone of voice, controlled verbal responses, and some
coarse words, whereas SU-OBS documented coarse words, raised tones, shouting, and polite
expressions in certain situations. The findings are limited to the two sites and do not permit cross-
school frequency comparisons or generalization to all schools in either category.

The questionnaire measures the frequency of self-reported ethical verbal communication
behavior, not normative understanding as a cognitive construct. Because the self-report results were
not fully parallel with the observed practices, differences across sources should be interpreted
contextually and should not be used to infer causal relationships. Social desirability bias remains an
interpretive possibility because it was not measured directly.

The convergent mixed-methods design and joint display enabled direct comparison of the
quantitative results, observation notes, and informants’ perceptions. The qualitative data extended
and, in some respects, contradicted the self-report scores. Habituation, role modeling, family, digital
media, and institutional culture can be understood only as contexts indicated to be associated with the
findings, not as established mechanisms.

The contribution of this study lies in the analytical separation of self-reported behavior,
observed practices, and institutional contexts at two elementary schools. Limitations related to
sampling, data cleaning, observational and interview documentation, and ethical procedures restrict
generalizability and the strength of inference. Future studies should employ designs with more
adequate samples and group characteristics,
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documented ethical procedures, structured observations, interview transcripts, and sensitivity
analyzes to assess the robustness of the results.
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