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Gossipers and Gossipees in the workplace: Insights from
the organizational identification model
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Gossipers and Gossipees in the workplace:

Insights from the organizational identification model

(Abstract)

Although the significant impact of workplace gossip on organization effectiveness, seldom has it been
a topic of management research. Little empirical studies focused on workplace gossip and its impacts on
employee behaviors in the past few years. Except for gossiper-centered approach, this research adopted
simultaneously gossipee-centered approach to explore workplace gossip based on the organizational
identification model. The first, we tested the behaviors of gossiper to spread a positive gossip or a negative
gossip in terms of identifiers, disidentifiers, or neutral identifiers. The second, we examined the gossipee’
reactions to a positive gossip or a negative gossip, including approval, refutation, or neglect by identifiers,
disidentifiers, or neutral identifiers. Overall, the spread and reaction of a positive gossip or a negative
gossip was moderated by the level of organizational identification. Analyses of lagged data from 228
samples by three-wave measurements design (one month interval) showed that organizational identification
influences the way workers spread and react to the workplace gossips. Identifiers have stronger intention to
spread and approve the positive gossips; neutral identifiers exhibited stronger neglected reaction and
weaker reputational reaction to positive gossips; conflicting identifiers have stronger intention to spread the
negative gossips; workers’ intention to spread and react workplace gossips were not influence by the
misidentification level. The implications of this study for future empirical research and limitations are
discussed.

Keywords: workplace gossip, gossipers, gossipees, organizational identification
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B~ 4 (gossip) e B BBAR % e $ 2. — (Noon & Delbridge, 1993) - © £ #c:h
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",% TR Ay = —*‘«%3 b kdg Emler (1994 ) gk » ﬂ%ﬂ’“’;,l:;«fr BAFrEF T
Bape: (1) 2223 14 (unscheduled). A~ g’iiﬁ?i@ﬂzﬂ IR At a 2R AR EFEFRE
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FoNd R T I iEL A p\*?fg)igf—f—; xi%}‘;w\i‘ @m Z%x“‘?"f%’fr%%%ﬂi—"‘mﬁf@
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Fli BASd A3 L ehlvE s T @ aom g 'Ff P i REAARE LAET L B
SRR A A %hi$%@iﬁg s T L BERALE TR R
= 3 B2 Fa 4, (Barkow, 1992) - H =t > A4 E s fac® 2 )k B (dynamic utility and guilt)
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BReAf o mBn RN ETRA LA AN e RS 1 T2 a2 4ng 2% (Kurland &
Pelled, 2000 ) - 15»—2:'”'\“" nE R ';"%‘?%“ Rent ivd g HAJgRIF2 1077 5 ~ 5 ~ w0 4~ 18~
o~ LB PR Lol i AP Rt Al & M (Fiske & aylor 1991) » F|# &1 1%
4 FEdd ¢ %zi +4 4 #E BeofgF oa1imdEamrig - viddhenmal sl (lnstrumental
ties)  # el BIFX DL FH FA AN FHRAR > K LNBASEYMDE S FEH RS R0
REsC 1 iFp & 0T #4) f - Kurland 22 Pelled (2000) 35 ~ 497 @ 7 ch1 ivfa i £id > 7 ) /’*‘J‘Eif-gr
FHEE AL @SR LR B R ARSI T 6 T MET T SR 28R
i%‘éi%é*,{f—?%ﬁ_z%rﬁgﬁi,ﬁ‘m@ﬁ%’gnés\lﬁ”ﬁ ‘T\m[& - ——]B;&b';ilgﬁﬂqm]%“‘?‘ e
PEELICAERAM > ok SR HATE A Eon  BATRA A L ERE A ET R gL
pehi E MR 2= (expressive ties ) (Grosser et al., 2010 )+ # #c’e RS S ( socioemotional
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etal., 2008 ) o #73f ek » A3t Adp N R Jzﬁtrﬁj 2 fE a4 ;; WA ( ¥ = i ) eE A bldck

B e FA R A IR (T f.{;?z»ifﬁ » Grosser % 4 (2010)“‘1 N ﬁ%w&r}b%zé o3 A
x4 H (3

E@%}w A @iﬁ»g,—:’ﬁﬁ"_]_. ;I-l%l SN gt’,{:_’_ A i+ I—]%’ ; ig 7 L Fla R_E :a F\
FE WL ERDL 5T LT ¢$m“"“§?%%\*’Wmﬁkxiﬁﬁiﬁmmwé

AT L A A R EH A B A TG E 0 BT RE i LA G L St ¢ 34
(social COI’]'[I’OD{.‘EL & ,;ﬁa L }\ SeR: % R RN PI-;% Vi R e g Fohi 5 RS 1 (e kR
WAHAS IR T L hika > R TAL S L sk chrcin 78 (political action) (Emler, 1994) -

WAL ER S BHELDL e 3B F I 214 R 9 64 Sommerfeld ~ Krambeck
Semmann % Milinski(2007) & & n’v—'g(cooperators);:’ v mrﬁ (defectors)=r#= 3 ¢ » 3 BLAp T fffﬂ B
ToAPEHETFBERI S e AL B HE r’ﬂﬁ’ HE TR ITEY oL BRI e AT
g R Beng v Ee s gpth o Jaeger ~ Skleder ~ Rind f- Rosnow (1994) m +~ £+ 54 & %
TG FRBEAD DL AR IR T E 0 X IR AGREY ;AR L5 3 6 (active) &
A B P g RIEKSG P37 5 e Kurland fr Pelled(2000) % IR 7 te 5% ;i—%{;:‘@ﬂﬂ SN e
ﬁj%ﬂﬁgﬁ%’§ﬂ§é@*fmﬁﬁmm’ﬁ%?ﬂﬂﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ%%oﬁbwaﬁm,i
Friahesdd i anf e 3 @it > 5aFBAHLE @ 2k (organizational
identity) ¥ ic & B B3 /AF £ R chd & > T RGP BMIL G Gd

EHRE

BEGRE Edp 1 Ty R m g R R 2 % (Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994;
Kreiner, & Ashforth, 2004; Reade, 2001) v NA R A EL:FL« iR ENE o F R L‘,s,_:v[a Hge 2 BN



## & (van Dick, Christ, Stellmacher, Wagner, Ahlswede, Grubba, Hauptmeier, Hohfeld, Moltzen, &
Tissington, 2004 ; van Dick, Knippenberg, Kerschreiter, Hertel, & Wieseke, 2008 ) - R ﬂ:i&m Seh
S AL PR G 0 Flm A, B AR ehp B (self-esteem) s i —‘g IV ﬁfk;ga( organizational identity )
T3 s d B &1 (sense making) 23 78 1 > 548 p 2 4 £ (self-categorization) 2 4+ ¢ - $i(social
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Elsbach (1999) # 12 53tk # = st\_“ » %g vt Dukerich % 4 (1998) = 8 - Elshach #- 3 4
TEp Aaniaogaap 2 oo R Rk 2 hox & fR sk | e Lk (disidentification) ~ e gk ch
& 2 3% (schizo-identification) 2 e g e e 4. 2% = (neutral- |dent|f|cat|on)o k-1 A ol sk el TR S
B fﬁkf‘gg DR B AR AL < 2K N ‘ﬁkf‘&g %z ¢ MR BOE ‘ﬁkf‘&g Bz KT Rk AL AN
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*F24 %+4 Elsbach (1999) % Dukerich ¥ 4 (1998) :7gh B » #-1 (¥ ¥ hle B fFf 5 & w32
o BRI f ek 2B F N et e M Y B BR oM AT
TR O e il 0 Adp Elsbach (1999) m‘.‘#.‘T—. #ule & Dukerich % 4 (1998) e £ chie St |
¢ 3Lk A dp Elsbach (1999) «h ]ij 2ok &% Dukerich & 4 (1998) 4 kink » BER & g oo T
RF RAES R BB E SRR G R e iRk e f LE i A é&ﬁn’%“ fow e B S Elsbach(1999)
shig S f w3ufe 2 Dukerich % 4 (1998) ehB £ 2 f w3tk » WP BHE B KDL FIEE p A
Aehii B o AT RGE 0 B ‘%&_‘L T cha b PiRs Al BFF 2 MLt B P KL
SRERN S FAHRG [ Lk 2 ¢ BRE AL FR R i:féw’ﬁi‘@lik\
Mo AL L FET SRS RS (4r Einwiller & Kamins, 2008 ) »

LR AL R

g FF'._E'_“F';.Z; A (Ewik > ek 2@ Bk ) g F .%z AN Y Lt U R c = N
Bl (2o s f e 3 ) Vg T2 R B giRdpp ¢ BN ot im%@;ﬁm
REERE oL ERG AP BEY AL BENER Y > e 2 ER B - Ko Aot
# fsnirk b (Festinger, 1957) cha # > i3 3 B A -8 B8 R AchirR > p £ 2 p Apmhehd o
YUE D TEA e FIE S TR s o T*fuh FRRuR AR Ty > AR N3 pE
A LB ERE  ERPNA T ENAP P FAHERETBE > g p N ﬂtﬂ‘_lfi’?% £
(concordance) ° ™M F A EIEP I e iule s f el Y Mtk A3 B L ehgEd o

B
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bl gt A4 @ o $PT R RSRR F A 5 0 W g d p oA 2 s (self-categorization) (Tajfel &
Turner, 1979 ) siasriE 4% » #-p < fif»? » B AR i ehp) BAR o 0 TR Ir’B K& F M
R LR RS g AARLE o RN T DR % (self-esteem) o 2yt B o FrRET o B
GG SR A AN L E X +\.’MLF‘; Fenwsan g (b &riﬁﬁﬁﬂ’é SR E R RS A
]‘iviml -? _:l;.) s Bt 7 IE'F_’J'X:‘:/ET_J}?E 5‘\;1.5)%,217— i’(f’_}_’ -f'x,_L i:'i"l E Nep E ¥ LL—‘-‘ g%j"‘;‘f’_‘%ﬂ
;,.uPE—‘ﬁ M @R B 43 4 o 2 gpSwann (1990) % Steele (1988) erpLgk - B H p A i
GHEPFT R A § - RePF o i diuk F ko AT TALE AGRE Bhp A%
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(self-verification) ¢ p #* # z_(self-affirmation) srw 4% 7 #5 o £ K TajfelfrTurner (1979) 5k W2
Ak € 1t g (social comparisons) fE 42 0 ke »%\«1 1 g gX5d 7 fpenle %Lq,—gﬁv E ARG R Utk
HAc e SR Tyt jbirt > Fp S BT e i e F o ;&-&Pﬁ—“ﬁmL w A VLA
p e ‘i‘« Sk ¢ 3 i (Status) o depgt X - G it p :*\'m A ?L“}' p

BIPT L W AFEIAS DT REFY > REP P E2HmB e nd &4 F MiET (rumor)
HHTE A % TR ORI ﬁr z_ LB - Einwillersz Kamins (2008 ) 37 BRI 342 itk iz &2
Ee m@ﬁ,ﬁ = 7 B 5 Kamins ~ Folkesz Perner (1997) M+ B2 S S A3 % » R 52 5
wiRET B M B 2 15%‘3 i A B2 %7 o BAYHEET Y AK ﬂl‘—_fx‘ Wl B H AT
wenk d o RAPT LG T RE AR A T o WP AHp %gg%*mw}’ﬁ JERIE R S8 i M 4
e 3k Flm A4 f w3 B F 5 LB FMA 3 Rt R Tajfelbh’Turner(1979)
P S ETE A €V RGLATREATELEL 0 » £ #FSwann (1990) % Steele (1988) p AP R p oA 2
gRLiv- REEF R d Pk 8E% 0 AT BEXRLD ra';z,uP\?"ﬁ PR E e N3 (BT RS- - 8
AR BRE G R o

1: g enl wink §7 R3 e A BREEFE A e A3 BEF S PR

Fé,?’.’k-_ﬁ,\ilﬁi’i’o ?k& méra'p,\_;ﬂ?"fqz’gl/fr’? PPN Era'mp,\_;L;ii%E"o v P g
B frls }Zt A8 158 Lo I Sl #f # ) % F& (Dukerich, Kramer, & Parks, 1998 ; Elsbach, 1999 ; Elsbach,
& Bhattacharya 2001) » ;ﬁ L w‘i«;ﬁ pe b AEiEp L ok %;,1 TP L o .,LF\« al xr—‘g? 3
FARESILE o gHERAd RO e R 3 REZHNE L% fIEF S ® (Glasford, Pratto, &
Dovidio, 2008; Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004) > ¥4 =5+ 5 & F § vaf'—f%’ RS I SR A Y S N AL
‘g% 4 (Restubog, Bordia, & Tang, 2006) - s P4 § 7 & s krm g - A2 T2 ¢ il
(Krelner&Ashforth 2004) > dRp e Bl S A el 0 A i‘ﬁsiiﬁ '»T“' BERATeF 4 0 Fla j F g

(self-categorlzatlon) B g g 4 (Tajfel, 1982) > fs ik p Ain g e gfk R s g d 33
o é W & ¥ s 552 % (Elsbach & Bhattacharya, 2001) -

Heddd (ool T4 > FhD i NTLTL B RARLE o v S Se Ej\’]@:——‘:

Boood gt kiR A A enfb i (distinctiveness) s&fé’uﬂﬁ e SR B (doffrR hif 52 e
AEEE ) A e A | AR et WA # gtf’% we

{Hﬁ]%ﬁ;\.ﬁ R F- ]UR,&;@‘H‘: FRenEd o APHZ AT RNERFMIZT 0 f Lk ﬁ'@é‘;
IR R o ( counterorganizational action) # 2 (Elsbach & Bhattacharya, 2001) - ] 2 A § &
TR e —kg P R 4F B R i 0 8 IFE’#%:{ 3 ‘-E'%‘%f'?fr% » Kag i p 5“573&5%3"?}529%57? 2 oEL
B2 Fdea g i ER AL o blde Elsbach & Bhattacharya(ZOOl) FHERRER B ETHF TP
BREf ool d B o3 oie § B LR € hE S E IR gwﬁwg TR VRN (drfik B E

RARAE ) I HLE B A E o ot i\%&ég A EA AN EFp A £
'% Een— R o ptob s B ips FIE vl g “d S #‘*’J‘F‘L«i E.#—’?Vgi\ml% B Blded F R
R R e R il R ?F’“#kﬂ* APEF ez g I Tt GRS
fegv p 2 sEE (self-integrity) 5 »2= i o

~a~;

k2l

el

G WELHP 0 ARG vk F ol & | e iR e irﬂfili’*%%v BN 8~ f e

gﬁfﬁ;ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂmﬂ -',np%ﬁr; i N4 k@ihp A A‘b"il% i Oﬁzé AN ERE o 'i\(—gﬁ&

Adenfg N3t BAEFE P AR - R RS - o F o d g }@@@;\ﬁmﬁr%,g

érﬁ"F,uFF"%]z'UT‘i’r"ﬁ% GR B - 3 G R RGP A PREN R %i#“‘fig L5 A AR

B B R Nl e AR 5 B R T RO X (TR o B fS 0 AR
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T AFofe it @i,y BE 4 ra»P.uFE—*Fme Agp & op Ak g o (Swann, 1990;
Steele, 1988 ) > %ﬁd tdp e *4«:35 féi‘ x5 et A NER- NN S| é B AN G o AR p S e
m‘!’gfﬁbﬁiﬂor—]w!ﬂ\/{ﬂ \a é\‘?’@uf]\?"ﬁ—}ﬁir—géﬂé“?”\i -@jf‘réar_ﬁ;&iﬁ',\i’lﬂ f‘r?-E]J
P o

PERP o RFFFRB AL S AP BEFE A H 2 A F BRI RIRK

YRR A AP B Y Bk A4y vy 5%{&’%@&%@%W$ﬂ’ﬁ%#£$ﬂﬁ@w
TPl Fla 4k L £ e ® (identity) > 2 PR g p 78 B B 2 11003 S gF ik ih
E_ F Gt R %—g%«;:’n\p\ >R APEA Y o BERE G P MIRT uf—"Ff ’EEF‘« X3 s
LIRS k-3 LA *“E% NIV E A é_ii—ifif_—*ﬁlrﬁ ire f’f o d 3K f@;ﬂ"'%%ﬁijﬁﬁﬂﬁr’ﬁf&gﬂ?xﬁ
(Rosnow & Georgoudi, 1985) F]* ¢ 3t fe B 3cehfibg ¥ > § A3t f o A 30 F Bk Gt
Fla e BT e N34 o

3\

NS @ﬂ,—%i’ Bl AN o F R A E Y 2 —‘F'f o B %2 (public reputation) 3= -

F A A rm% B T 5 (Emler, 1994) # 3 & - FaE g4 & i 4 mg‘_q']t}_rr%f(Levm
& Arluke, 1985) o Byt B ™ > d 3P Rine A AL L BT 0 B op APRE & B ERILR Rt b
BiALS R RO FECE Ay EAF B g AL 2L P Bk ﬂ?é‘b i BL R
e 4 B ﬁrﬁLisﬁfi*’E’%‘»'\* HF(LpgakE) A2 ABHE - ABEFERSAEH2 337
A IFF A OUE R JEEE o _ﬁ ,«b‘j—ﬂs"c‘r}\a,\} ﬂn"v'g s A3 By B A Ak (self
enhancement) & p ¢ igie (self promotion ) sELEE > w i L @R Z Fp 2 HR 4 (Kurland &
Pelled, 2000 ) - *%<:‘ MR R = F o AP e Er’%kif’fétﬁ‘ (impression management ) » ¢ it w31
L@ REPw Ak o v GEER  FMA T 7 MBIk A i/mﬁ F YRR AR R
oM @iEr e A3 Aot 2 TR R 3‘5”37?% B { VL L e L BT Rl R
ARRARAR o Bt AT G MR FFRE O A2 BEFEL o i e A3 BERE S -

H3:le8d end Pk F3 RFAE e A3 BRF 2 > Rihi e A3 @RS -

X B RN R

AR gl 7 paf_e_%]a‘w A (E ek > ek 2 P BiLk) m,\;;.iﬂz ,
JEi7 % ¥ icd “TA % o Chaiken ~ Giner-Sorollaz Chen (1996) %5 BH#“TE F chL i & € B

e ek eSS > AP VARG - Al w48 (defense motivation) » H p e ladFp AR é,m
- REWALERG NG LAEFER > FEFP AA (self concept) £ p A zn e (self identity) jp =
MR M o A7 %4 5 g Hirschman(1970) ~ Farrell (1983) -~ Rusbult ~ Farrell ~ Rogers# Mainous
(1988) cha fE-f e F o7 5 LB # Pis 1 T o HefhRT@ A1 v hA B> 17 ¢
FOE (onalty’ iy a“v BAOG P BE R E N %‘T chi ) ~ B3k (voicer 2 #3417 b &

= ‘1"3'.
I W

B
w

9 fBliEiFieg) & L4 (neglect ?4 WA AF RS ) FFELAZ > RARFER
T~ foe 2 P Panfl B BT e *Ff(, 'ﬁﬁixﬁmﬂﬁ R e RN - B 2 B SR
;E%,?g‘gﬁ,\#’ric, (B2 AP FLERERCFLER a) FEEFFH (FEFHZEX NN F

ﬁﬂam—wa&mﬁ)‘w%am(ﬂ*fm*%F@TF LRERAE L) FEERF
@’bliakakk$m’%ﬁ’«%*¥W§WXFF@°HTQJwWL@%F f il
20 M AN RTE S L agEd o

EeRP AN R AT RGL PR HI v R AL el A FEe
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PRFOLEFEADLEH LG e LN FEORE e RIERES > NRFD AL Koo
IK%F LA 2 fi50 gk (Chaiken, Liberman, & Eagly, 1989 ) > R 48 € Fld s 22i 4+ L & @ 3 7
AR dE R s fE2 Gk B R (systematic processing ) £ 4T 3¢ 2 (heuristic processmg) o5l o
Bp BT EAg i i 4 o Bl § BTSRRI L RJLAT 0 AR 0k S T B A
B AU R RFR L BRI T T RIE o ) SR o B A E G L
NFEES D YN BB R A G B - T T wa%wﬁmamﬁma{j@ﬁﬁﬁ&%%ﬁo
Ditto £2 Lopez (1992) 335 &2 B A 2 3F S ipdF - Raml A0 7 > BHEKRT 87 FR AL &F 5 &
F AT N R 5N 0 Jain 22 Maheswaran (2000) w5 3 B %+ L Fipf ok o 4 —*Ff » Baumeister ~
Zhang~* Vohs (2004)z2 % ~4' 5 k= it cn ¥ e v B F oS E T @ A ET R P B R
FL B wiak HARE w A AR F - REDFE v AP Bkl e R VRS ERAR B
W ap & o5t p :‘\#fbéf @ é]gk’uir;médz%— PP EEe AR L S B EE U« f«ﬁvm_ﬁ—
| > FHp 2 91 ﬁﬁ D D a2 #« v (Noon & Delbrldge 1993) o Grosser % 4 (2010)» :}Hg e 673 ﬂé« at

4§¢%W§ﬁ§ %%\* ﬂ%a@’@@ﬁd &mﬁ%~$?ﬁm”’pwwkﬁmﬂﬁﬁ
ﬁgt’ ’%ﬁw&mf*r&fﬁ:%l?mgbm*i%ﬁ##o

BEAFALL oM SRON BB eRF PSS REET - RO AT d g AL R
BB BAPAS o 2T e AP REF A - RDFE T g‘l’i’*ﬁ*#’ (Durbar, 1993) » F|pt ¥ 4 48
e % St A2 2 B (Lord, Ross, & Lepper, 1979) » B8 ¢ #4430 L onp F R (T HRALE £ 5 o % 0Lk
%E REOPEER LA L T e M § B r“’”quﬁ"ﬁ‘ml‘ﬁ fFds 5 (Chaiken etal., 1996) - #

ERLE IRl I < I A é%»%%}?mﬁéﬁlﬁ%: R HE e AIPRERETFIES
F,ﬁ;ﬁvf%ﬁ;@g_i o

HA: R iRk afHie A0 §RABFANELIF R Lo fiv P RIE§7ES
FReniTi F AL o

premFE AR FRME R G AT oM AR SART BT TRt nk  kT&
e HI B TpAIRDYE, A2 FHEREF R o R4pGlasford® « (2008) % Kreiners
Ashforth (2004) g gt > é W ﬂ,ﬂL g RADE e L A REEIIREFS AL o 9L
g Rl f v e B2 R LB e e RIS Bh e R l‘nrf(Dukerlch
et al, 1998 ; Elsbach, 1999) - ;ﬁu RERE nfbiire ‘fuﬁ“fr“* o FI v G - XK F*m\’”’ L (f
v ) [l g RRE N FARG B A R ARLL o W SR A R IR RS {1l
%ﬁ%’ﬁigmﬂﬂﬁiﬁﬁiﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁoﬁﬁéi fosale e N E R - R
WA T g FREIT N o L Rd2H5Y (Chaiken et al, 1989) > L g B & p ApA g i oo
Ean|IIerbE’Kam|ns (2008) kT LY BB ek f e BT PR L (7 -
RMEL) 0 Fi LEPEADEREFOERLAT AP -RO T AL F P2 HE

ﬁﬂ}

o RAFE (2w ~E ) §RE ] Lk EE R L Fa b b, KRG Cae NN -1
#2 % (4cEinwiller & Kamins, 2008) - § ré»éf-i;ﬂ‘oﬁ £y 4 BT & AN YN R o T RRBCR B T 1Y
GEFPAFEEG LD R B2 FLFTHER > foikF §idR ﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁ%

( counterorganizational action ) » 4%t % 2k s B L ] g %@E..&fﬁ& 1{7 2 (4rElshach & Bhattacharya,
2001) - g BR3P R & puiil%Wiwwwgﬁﬁyﬁﬁﬁgé’9muﬁ%a%§@ﬁﬁ%
27 12 & (Einwiller & Kamins, 2008) » T B e a4F p AR TR BB R & » ¥307 - ke g

Mido € F Bt k5 B FE (Chaikenetal, 1996) > bl4ri # 3 R R AFUER R E o BA



2o f R E R HE R NS B AERSDTLF R Ra i e AP R GRL

%
! v
LL,J’F\Q‘;O

H5: feRfofie '@, EFEIFFHFLIAL S Rafip AP PR
At

PHGRE A AR Y B F g AL A SRR T 2 PR E A R LY
=yl i o Kreinerg? Ashforth (2004) 325 @ Minie 7 8 Lo S & kv b ik £ > 5 8 1 &L
— A AR TR B A Gldod PR I FR BALRG EE Y B RREFIAAM 0
Miuk 4B 4 B BT E P k2 ¢ (Triandis etal, 1986 ) i1 &2 0 B4 = f ;ﬁ:iiﬂ??né’ F ol 2
AT kA B PRER AP ROTE ) BS RF TR HE LT Rk S
? Rl e o B3 Aol (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004) » #1543 & chE Bh e p & B b o d 300 3y
g enp Afe it o @ A 2 LERHEUS S AJZHCSS (Chaikenetal., 1989) 0 # 4 E 1
ol & R p A eeag(self-improvement) & p #4 3% = (self-enhancement) s 4 > % 4 G p e 1t de M 0y

FHEERLPE O TRAEELS N FraF g p e gL 30 f vtk F T g
AFRRLAAHE MR 2egnd B R T2 P PRk F A FHY AP R Ldg o ke
WOARF R 4 ARG A amER ¢ s gL ehp 2 (looking-glass self) (Cooley, 1902) -

d gl AR FHB I G HE e AR e N3 ¢ Bk gfﬂ*\b_; G 4 AoR i
PR g AP FREF F T 5 F & o Einwillersz Kamins (2008 ) m‘ag R E R Y
FRMENET BRI IEBERS A EBETOER FA RS T T AT o d Y Mk F]z

u‘g%gm;‘g;\j\}l LE [ (7. pWKJ—r\""\:‘uLE éra,FML),J, Y ;,,!:a ‘E,aﬂqg/_p ﬁu. s "‘1"12’/‘/\3 F\
gl é w0 ’,s_,h&:]:_"':‘ﬁ ;\.m?‘f}wug;, _lﬂrﬁ s ffﬂg&,«};]_‘ (neg|ect> €1LL ,\i-l F\ . ,»«A oz ’mﬂ‘h ,
PV =Rl S IR SCARNE S QPN S R +€¢L,\i CEABR PALGT R R R o

HE: 3mA e A3 o M3t ¥ BRAF FHEE MNP PHRARERDETIF -

AR
Piki
AT UGB S PRRETR P FERI BAFEANE R ARET v %
" 1% P 3 2 % B (common method bias) g2 0 0 2 LR N R rda e ;E;é , jxp 7=

Febe (BFfR— B2 ) ol 3 8 7R PR o avmu?'fé_ﬁ%"i- WHEE .av_ﬁa‘wwv X (¢
Frwink s f ek P BIRE 2 G Rk ) 2 BAE R AT T FLE o MRe ity X H
B F R j;'—‘_,.«rr'j:;éﬂ‘a? KERIAT g R R = —k*'&*‘iﬁ'liigf"’%?:—k*w?ﬂf% ‘a}axﬁi‘ﬂ
BRAFBEFLIRE (¢22 0 32 o ) PRI L X B R SRR R
RN o RS A aigi%@iﬁ'lﬁﬁ’éiﬁéﬁiﬁ%f\é’f@r’éFp”éé (fa‘éﬁ'ﬁ”\’“‘ﬁﬂﬁfr‘%’??}
P e AR EL ) BB R i’i&ﬂ% R LAY P FIREFLEE RS Ay
LREFEBRLPLFEHI R LT K i%iﬂz - W R R K P AeE %
= R }a? s A TR L 2 e ig—ﬁf@'vr&ﬂg%ﬁ"lﬁ/%m1 5 & omosnenf? }a-ﬂl‘Jf’TLﬁF—}-
R A - R A R g 7*"Fi%‘i&u«wﬁm%‘&&\ﬁr’ R e TR Ul el

?1% /H‘r SARM AT R FA T MBS SAAITE  AF T REF IR L3050 - AN Sy
Jc305 5 » $- AR Ewr(c280 5 0 FZ AR B w228 5 0 wofedk s 84% (& - )o
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- FEiHA

1FERADEEZAE 1FRARE4ABE 1FgARE4ACHE

H At E GArOR) ke FAr)

Y

B2 AALE 6 2 6 2.3 5 2.2
- Jé;’il‘%“i ! 236 77.6 210 80.2 185 81.1
Ak A ’F Gz~ 2f) 25 8.2 20 7.6 17 7.5
L 2 ’F (F ~ 3%%) 23 7.6 19 7.3 16 7
B & ’E (fgxm) 13 4.3 6 2.3 3 1.3
a T'T:"t}_’}‘f

2 A 16 5.3 13 5.0 10 4.4
Ei(z a8~ 7443 55 18.1 48 18.3 44 19.3
1A (7% 4 B~ r-r'?.) 42 13.8 38 14.5 27 11.8
"gill’_(é‘ AE S T~ BA%) 84 27.6 67 25.6 54 23.7
[P (z 40 s ) 30 9.9 27 10.3 27 11.8
H 77 25.3 69 26.3 66 28.9
P

g 124 40.8 101 38.5 86 37.7
1 179 58.9 160 61.1 141 61.8
£

e (3 m0T) 1 0.3 1 A4 1 0.4
39 (538 30 9.9 26 9.9 23 10.1
L E (4D 198 65.1 170 64.9 159 69.7
g t) 75 24.7 65 24.8 45 19.7
##

25 g(z 1) 47 155 44 16.8 42 18.4
26-35 148 48.7 132 50.4 109 47.8
36-45 56 18.4 47 17.9 39 17.1
46-55 39 12.8 29 11.1 28 12.3
56-65 14 4.6 10 3.8 10 4.4
7

Aos— E 66 21.7 59 22.5 57 25
1-3 & 95 31.3 83 31.7 67 29.4
4-6 # 32 10.5 27 10.3 22 9.6
7-9 # 26 8.6 23 8.8 19 8.3
9 &1t 84 27.6 68 25.9 62 27.2
e e

A 5 179 58.9 161 61.5 139 61
e A 123 40.5 101 38.5 89 39
A PRI

1-50 # 55 18.1 48 18.3 44 19.3
51-100 # 28 9.2 25 9.5 25 11
101-500 * 72 23.7 62 23.7 59 25.9
501-1000 ~ 36 11.8 24 9.2 21 9.2

1001 + rz F 111 36.5 101 38.5 79 34.6
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BN A DR ST AR (%

& Pelled, 2000) - & »* p w0 3L chBRH-~ 21 & o i

& pezzo, 2005) & ~ 3 ¥ (4- Foster, 2004 ) ip| & > L f BN RIEL o F A
RHp FhmFIBEAFTEL (eI AP E e PR L) AFTRHLTRG DRI T @[;Je
(4 Foster, 2004; Grosser et al., 2010; Kurland & Pelled, 2000; Michelson, Iterson, Waddington, 2010) %
0B hipl € 1 & (4e Litman & pezzo,2005) 0 TS RlE 1 A B2 kg o B2 pw o AT F S 27 10
BB a3 2 B P F AR EETAG (A4 RE S FkEs ‘E‘% ¥~ 2 it

= K ) bk 342 SRS A 4 % (Kurland
A~ 3 i & (attitudes toward gossip ) (4= Litman
i+ 5

IR 2 s*ézaﬁ)‘&i, o (ERRERTHE AR T IO AAEATRE R T E §ORRA)

*imm (23 SRR BRI T > BGEAE FBed E R "1%\)32%3;53&? (1 v 43~
1 FRE R N1 ng‘g=‘ AR R BB R R IR e e RPN R 0 (8. §ﬁ;£—+ﬁ:tz_s} IPp izl e B
R RFE A E e BT ER B 0 R SRR b U R PR (2

wAFEE e AT S AT R EAPIEDT ﬁ!’”' FTHEFEERER
’\il‘ﬁi@f’?{ og%kig_,\ﬂ@iif:,;; ’{;}ﬂ ggm;:q ﬁ;—jﬂz e ’\i"ﬁ‘iﬁ‘:‘ ,«;-‘1 g_sfg ﬁfr’/”’\?‘@iﬁﬁﬁa(é
CIRNE A Ef e AH) (Kurland&PeIIed 2000) L e PR TR R gaﬁ,%‘«ii%f\ F'EL (2w~
)RR R REE AR 7 5 B o AR g R Likert 2 BE ¢ 0 Rl E
P (‘ R %}\ﬁ%/’? CEEE S 3 AET] ”"Fb#‘l)iﬁ f‘:i?;"““f’%)n& @y (
PALY ~ MErus ~ A g 3TH ~ i 5 FRME F %R 2 (2 FHE ~ X &F -
~\g£;,§r:+,g\\m£_}- ,_:_u,g\); e (LTI _—L,ﬁ)g\l,g,,éxi\Axgﬁ},g,’j@\
1iElE) a3 @iE s 0 B A()AF I @) F B WAARG AT g B
CE e )T AARE cHRFERFIE AT EFAoT R AP IR ﬂ']:*_nfﬁgt(Cronbach a),a.98o
)iia‘ﬁ & :3541.41(p<.05) » df=1052 » NFI=.92 » CFI=.94 > IFI=.94 » SRMR=.10 -
BRFS BRI AP REFS > Adpefr it e~ FY oo I p g (2w fe)
F ™ 3% o 2873 4%+ Hirschman(1970) ~ Farrell (1983) % Rusbult & + (1988) =1 f’rﬁ ¥
RS Rl BRI RR (RN E R GERRPR ST FLLL ) F SR (R
7T iﬁaﬁl’izm‘" FEAEEL) AARLAR (FAFPFFF B BRABRSNYEST L)
‘s“i’fﬁﬁéﬁﬁ%c CRIE P AT R BRI f e B R G R R ~-f‘*
THY ”;g,‘fméa‘ 2 & (& Y Fkf A s mRYE 2 Imﬁ‘f AR R
T ERG (:'E"';{%KT@ AR Y~ Mg ‘ﬁigfrﬂ‘ WRFAZEF AR A (
.-*aa B~ fded FE L ZFEM) 2 RS (AR IFEAE 1

IR
MG RIEEALE L) R e AL PR R REZ R B S AT e

= ¥
= o
7 =

W

B
Eu L
F‘* ¥
w v
Wi

g}

e,m

Wa We

;"':"‘\
N
—

/

e
()
k)
<}

Weog Bk 3R
|V
:iﬂ
=N

m 18

& W

=
\\L\_‘_ N\

+\§\. h—l
W

v
W

BRI
BAAET BRI I etk s f vk 2 ¢ Mk Z itk o LA R AR R A
FLps prd ginkadiplg o Ay —‘*‘ﬁé?* Mael 22 Ashforth (1992) % Kreiner 2 Ashforth (2004)
BIE1IE > X 2438 h& &P $%- &M Cronbach o 4 %] 2.92~.90 -~ .94 fr 92 - *# 3 # Likert - 2
< ’Ml)ﬂw PEAOM P L WORT TR AR RISk e o
& A P FR- &4 kg Cronbach a )4 ] & .80~.75-.88fr.82- & % & & & 45 1%: ¥ 2=739.19(p<.05)

df=246 > NFI=.89 » CFI=.92 > IFI=92 >» SRMR=.091 > %7 &£ # & 24 F L & -
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o gEL o, R
ki

B AN
4, FF APEAO D R %ﬁfﬁ@»{ﬁ‘“ B A eiEk o 3.86 1.24  0.72*** 0.52
9. A¥u X deim ﬂ FAL PR Bk o 3.94 1.24 0.54*** (.29
13, F AH | o P pFs AN #T oA @z o’ o 4.42 1.26 0.46*** 0.21
18. 2 # i Jrlt»il—\f\' IS o 3.76 1.28 0.78*** 0.60
10. 4 3 RSP LRSS B Lk 381 121 0.84** 0.71
24, ek G SRR E IO T g AER DT o 3.79 1.23 0.38*** 0.15
AN
3. ELipada- f o AR IEHY 2.43 1.20 0.71*** 0,51
8. @D E ML EDFE o 2.13 1.09 0.54*** 0,30
12, A ¢ G & 2 o @ hA FfAe A @ o 2.54 1.20 0.55*** 0.30
16, SN F Bt > F 2R A T o 1.95 0.88 0.77*** 0.59
21, AREHB A eE AT R T NiTE o 2.79 1.29 0.45*** 0.20
22, Ay FlaPergEd hERIE M o 2.62 1.17 0.51*** 0.26
Rk
2. SepdaEeE o oHARTIAIELR o 2.61 1.14  0.68*** 0.46
7. AP RERRE - 2.80 1.25 0.82*** (.66
11, A7 2wt o @ o 2.51 1.11 0.87*** 0.76
15, 2B ABAA TG 25L& 2.66 1.17 0.86*** 0.73
20. #3r 0 P 4 pr N RGP > m'ﬁ PER 3.92 1.15 0.38*** 0.14
23, MG A B G TR 3 - 258 111 0.75%* 057
3 Rk
1. g BE Rl ko NG 4R < o 3.89 1.22 0.55*** 0.30
5, AfFoPR FX o 3.38 1.37 0.52*** 0.27
6. Liafmaf s AMPBIEEX R F|F % o 2.70 1.17 0.64*** 0.42
10. A% E L2 2P d- 3R I'J %% ’ﬁ ° 2.75 1.22 0.81*** 0.66
14, Mg 22 2 5 4 p R X o 3.11 1.33 0.84*** (.71
17. A Rp 2 RS 20 LRSI A - 285 110 052%** 027
Cronbach’sa @ & #:uF=.80> f »3uk=.75> 7 430k =.88" 4 ik =.82

LA A
AL RIE S PRE S 1R (BRE BRI 2 B AR (N B E8 S E T2 4R
AR IS AR R o
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d 4 zv it Qkﬁﬁ_@A*L?w(hﬁop<MJ£-§?\i'3¢(F45p<mﬂijp&%
BARKE G G F Rk ﬁév\i@ (nﬂp<m)mAm AP R ARGLE 2 f e 3 B

EARF RS ET oL FI\JFE"%TIPE?’]Q BT AT BArERAOTI N AT B R
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Although the significant impact of workplace gossip on organization effectiveness, seldom has it been a topic of
management research. Little empirical studies focused on workplace gossip and its impacts on employee behaviors in the past few
years. Therefore, this study examined the effects of workplace gossip on employee effectiveness, including affective
organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behavior, perceived organizational attractiveness, organizational identity,
and organizational cynicism. Moreover, this study explored the antecedents of workplace gossip based on the employment
relationship perspective, tested the relationship between abusive supervision, psychological contract breach and workplace gossip.

The data were collected from 455 employees in the several industries, such as Semiconductor, Manufacture, and Chemistry
in Taiwan. Three major findings manifest in the results. First, workplace gossip had a significant predictability for employee
effectiveness. Compare to interpersonal-related gossip, the effects of task-related gossip on employee effectiveness (affective
organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behavior, perceived organizational attractiveness, organizational identity,
and organizational cynicism) were larger. It suggests that task-related gossip has more influence on the employees’ behaviors and
attitudes in workplace than the influence of interpersonal-related gossip. Secondly, employment relationship (abusive supervision
and psychological contract breach) had significant predictability for the employees’ workplace gossip under the condition of
controlling the employees’ demographic variables and organizational attributes. It shows that employees who experienced the
abusive supervision and psychological contract breach would be more likely to spread the workplace gossip.

Thirdly, we found that employment relationship affects employee effectiveness through its impact on workplace gossip. In
particular, abusive supervision and psychological contract breach had positive effects on workplace gossip, in turn, workplace
gossip affect the affective organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behavior, and organizational cynicism. In
summary, workplace gossip mediates the relationship between employment relationship and employee effectiveness. The study
demonstrates the important role of employment relationship in workplace gossip and that workplace gossip may have significant
influence on employee effectiveness. Further discussion focuses on theoretical and practical implications of the observed

outcomes.
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