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Better Than Its Reputation? Gossip
and the Reasons Why We and
Individuals With “Dark” Personalities
Talk About Others

Freda-Marie Hartung *, Constanze Krohn and Marie Pirschtat

Faculty of Communication and Environment, Rhine-Waal Urgsity of Applied Sciences, Kamp-Lintfort, Germany

Gossip is an ubiquitous phenomenon. Hearing information adut others serves important
social functions such as learning without direct interaatn and observation. Despite
important social functions gossip has a rather negative ragation. Therefore, the present
online study focuses on the reasons why people gossip and howhese reasons are
related to personality (i.e., dark triad) and situationalestings. Six distinct motives were
identi ed that underlie gossip behavior: information vatiation, information gathering,
relationship building, protection, social enjoyment, anchegative in uence. The most
important motive was validating information about the godp target followed by the
motive to acquire new information about the gossip target. fie least important motive
was harming the gossip target. The motivational pattern wasighly similar between
private and work context. Interestingly, the importance omotives mainly depends on the
gossiper's narcissism both in work and in private settingsThe ndings suggest that the
negative reputation of gossip is not justi ed. In fact, everidark” personalities appear to
use gossip to tune their picture of other humans and themseks and not to harm others.

Keywords: gossip, gossip motives, situation, dark triad, na rcissism, Machiavellianism, psychopathy

INTRODUCTION

Eavesdropping in public settings reveals that people devote tastilaspart of their conversations
to gossip (e.gLevin and Arluke, 1985; Dunbar et al., 199Xccordingly, important social functions
have been postulated for gossip in science (Eagter, 200/t Despite these important functions,
gossip has a rather bad reputation since it is perceived asentig malicious harming people and
society (e.gkarley, 2011; Hartung and Renner, 2013; Peters and Kashiit), Whether behavior

can be judged as good or bad depends, at least in part, on theioeof the individuals engaging in
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that behavior. Therefore, the present study aims to examimetler the bad reputation of gossip is
justi ed by examining reasons to gossip. In addition, we ek@he reasons of individuals scoring
high on the dark triad personality traits (i.e., narcissidvtgchiavellianism, psychopathy) as they
are known to ignore commonly accepted norms and to act sey ¢blg. O Boyle et al., 2012; Muris
et al., 201y, More speci cally, we investigate whether individuals segrigh on the dark triad
personality traits are more ready to use gossip in order tarhathers and to serve themselves,
thereby, contributing to the negative reputation of gossip.

Gossip refers to the exchange of information about chareties and behaviors of an absent
person punbar, 2004b; Foster, 2004; Peters and Kashima,)2®6m an anthropological
perspective, it has been argued that human language primavibved to exchange social
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information in order to deal with complex social situations However, despite its important social functions, gossip has a
(Dunbar, 1998, 20044a; Barrett et al., 2)@nhd that we, therefore, rather negative reputation~arley, 2011; Hartung and Renner,
preferentially attend to social information (e.@¢/esoudi et al., 2013; Peters and Kashima, 20.Jr instance, asking individuals
2009. Accordingly, two thirds of adult conversations in public to rate their tendency to gossip, they rate themselves to s le
settings involve gossip (e.d.evin and Arluke, 1985; Dunbar gossipy than an average peer of the same sex, suggesting that
et al., 199). Experimental evidence is in line with that notion gossiping is perceived rather negativelaftung and Renner,
(e.g.,Mesoudi et al., 2006 In general, gossip appears to be a2013. Also, frequent gossipers are perceived as less likable
widely spread and almost inevitable phenomenon. and less popular than people gossiping less frequefntlyl€y,
As a result, important social functions have been postulated011; Ellwardt et al., 201pbSupporting the bad reputation,
for gossip in anthropological and psychological science,@.ds, some researchers suggest that gossip is a covert form of
1977; Baumeister et al., 2004; Dunbar, 2004a,b; Foste#; 208ggression (i.e., non-confrontational) especially used hy&wo
Hartung and Renner, 20)3First, gossip is an e cient means (e.g.McAndrew, 201). Thus, the positive “social function view”
of gathering and disseminating informatiofr¢ster, 2004 The is not mirrored in the reputation of gossip and gossipers.
exchanged information enables individuals to get a map of Thus, evaluating gossip as a rather positive or negative
their social environment and their position within that sati behavior is not as easy as it may appear at rst sight. Focusing
environment Guls, 1977; Baumeister et al., 2004; Foster, 200@n the social functions, that can be understood as not necigs
De Backer et al., 2007; Sommerfeld et al., 2007; Martinésdy e intended social consequences of gossip behavior, reselasnty
2019. Baumeister et al. (2004for instance, understand gossip paints a positive picture of gossip. However, one might also
as an extension of observational learning. People learntdbeu evaluate gossip with respect to other dimensions such as
complex social and cultural life by hearing about the sucaeds positivity or negativity of the transmitted information othe
misadventures of others. It appears that we do not learn onljntention of the gossiper Eckhaus and Ben-Hador, 2018
about extraordinary experience made by others but also abo#ocusing on one of these dimensions of gossip might change
more trivial things such as dressing styles(Backer et al., 20).7  the evaluation and emphasize the negative reputation of gossi
Thus, exchanging information about others enables us tmlea And indeed, research has shown that people give consideration
without direct interaction and observation. to the fact that gossip di ers and also gossipers di er from each
SecondlyDunbar (1998, 2004aand Mesoudi et al. (2006) other (Farley, 2011; Beersma and Van Kleef, 2012; Peters and
argues in hisocial gossip theory of langudge human language Kashima, 2016 Empirical ndings have shown that people take
evolved in order to keep track of complex social networks andhe presumed motivation of a gossiper into account when judgin
to ensure the cohesion in large social groups. More speci callghe morality of the respective gossiper, for instarigéedrsma and
it has been suggested and empirically shown that, at the dyadian Kleef, 201 Thus, even though people disapprove of gossip
level, sharing gossip is associated with friendsfipéser et al., in general, they consider the reasons people might have togossi
2010; Watson, 2011; Ellwardt et al., 20)lahd even leads to Hence, to evaluate whether a certain behavior is good or
the development of friendships(lwardt et al., 2012bsee also bad, the underlying reasons or the intentions should be take
Bosson et al., 2006In addition, it has been suggested that,into account. Curiously, very few research exists on simply
at the group level, gossip leads to group specic knowledgesking people about the reasons why they gosS8ipe(sma
norms, and trust, in turn supporting group cohesion and bonglin and Van Kleef, 2012 In their study, Beersma and Van Kleef
(e.g.,Dunbar, 2004b; Foster, 2004; Peters et al., ROIAus, (2012)distinguished four di erent reasons to gossip, namely
sharing information about others is a way to build and maintai information gathering and validatigisocial enjoymenhegative
relationships and networks. in uence, and group protectionThis means, people instigate
Thirdly, a growing number of researchers assume that gossigossip to gather information and compare their ideas about
serves as an informal policing device for controlling freeothers, to enjoy themselves, to spread negative informatimut
riders and social cheat(nbar, 2004b; Keltner et al., 2008;a third person, and/or to protect the person they are talking
Feinberg et al., 20)2Faced with the concern that information with. The study provides initial evidence that people primarily
about negative behavior runs through the grapevine and magossip to gain information about other people and not to harm
consequently lead to the loss of reputation or even sociathers Beersma and Van Kleef, 201Thus, when focusing on
exclusion, it prevents people from acting against social normgossipers'intentions, a rather positive picture of gossip istpdi
and the good of the groupHiazza and Bering, 2008; Beersma Another way to explore whether the reputation of gossip
and Van Kleef, 2011; Feinberg et al., 2014; Wu et al.,)2Thés, is justied is to examine the gossip reasons of individuals
gossip keeps people from acting against the good of the group asdoring high on narcissism, Machiavellianism and psychopath
fosters cooperation. These three traits are summarized under the umbrella term
Finally, it has been suggested that gossip has adark triad and gained considerable attention in the past years
entertainment function providing recreational value and(Jones and Paulhus, 2011; O'Boyle et al., 2012; Furnham et al.,
considerable stimulation for very little costs-qster, 2004; 2013; Jones and Figueredo, 2013; Lee et al., 2013; Book et al.,
Peng et al., 20)5Taken together, research has postulated an@015; Muris et al., 20)71t has been shown that the three
empirically shown that the exchange of information abouttraits are overlapping, but are nevertheless distinct concepds, (
absent third persons serves several important functions in Burnham et al., 2013; Lee et al., 20hat see alsduris et al.,
social environment. 2017. As the common core the tendency to deceive, manipulate,
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and exploit others for one's own bene t has been suggesdted ( relationship building and to gather social information. 8ed,

et al., 2013see alsdones and Figueredo, 2Q1€onversations to examine whether the bad reputation of gossip is justi ed or
about absent third parties appear to be an apparent method tnot, we explore the role of the “dark” personality traits in gips

do exactly that. Thus, if individuals with “dark” personé$ motivation. One might assume that individuals scoring fegbn
regularly use gossip to spread negative information and harmarcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy are mordylike
others that would surely contribute to the negative reputati unconcerned with moral considerations and driven by sel sh
of gossip. However, if even individuals with “dark” persotiai  reasons when engaging in gossip, consequently, contribting
rarely use gossip with the intention to harm others, the posit the negative reputation of gossip. However, we have no specic
aspects of gossip would be underlined. hypotheses concerning the single dark triad traits.

Research has shown that the dark triad personality traits are The Motives to Gossip Questionnaiasks participants to
related to a variety of negative social and non-social cue® rate their reasons for gossip in a specic situation. In order
(e.g.,Baughman et al., 2012; O'Boyle et al., 2012; Wisse atal explore to what extent gossip motives can be generalized
Sleebos, 2016; Muris et al., 2017; Deutchman and Sullivaacross situations, two di erent situations were incorporiia
2019. For instance, individuals scoring higher on the darkdria the study (i.e., private as well as workplace situations). Base
traits show a higher tendency to tell lies and to cheat tharon the work ofMischel (1977)researchers di erentiate between
individuals scoring lower on these traitslgthanson et al., 2006; strong situations with normative expectations and clearsohat
Williams et al., 2010; Baughman et al., 2014; Jonason eDa#; 2 constrain behavior, and weak situations which do not provide
Roeser et al., 2016; Muris et al., 2D1A addition, individuals normative expectations, and, therefore, allow for moredosa
scoring higher on the dark triad value themselves over thet in behavior and the expression of personalibfischel (1977)
(Jonason et al., 20),5are less concerned with others' welfareargued that behavior in strong situations is based on Situne
(Djeriouat and Trémoliere, 2014; Jonason et al., 2015; Noseircumstances rather than on the individual's personality.
et al., 201p and with fairness Jonason et al., 20L.5Taken the workplace, people have to follow rules and adjust their
together, these studies and reviews illustrate that imgizls behavior to ful ll or support organizational objectives. Hewe
scoring higher on the dark triad personality traits are wifjito  can assume rather strong situations. In private situatiomsiee
dismiss commonly accepted social norms and harm others fasther hand, people are mostly unrestricted and have to comply
their own good. with fewer norms or rules. Also, it is likely that work and prieat

Therefore, it is plausible to assume that individuals scoringetting di er on a competitiveness-cooperativeness dimeansio
higher on the dark traits are also more ready to use gossip fok competitive situation might elicit motives that serve the
their own sake without caring about potentially negative @sec individual more easily and hazards negative consequences fo
for others. More speci cally, itis easy to imagine that indivals  others. Taken together, we assume that the work context
scoring higher on the dark triad readily use gossip to negdyi re ects a rather strong (i.e., clear normative expectations)
in uence another person's reputation (i.e., potential compmti and competitive situation; and the private context re ects a
or rival) to push through self-bene cial agendas. In line kit rather weak and more cooperative situation. Consequently,
that notion, women scoring high on the dark triad traits usewe explore whether motives show dierential importance
gossip—among other strategies—to derogate competiftrgér  between these two situations and whether the dark triad
et al., 201} Additionally, as people with dark personalities aretraits show di erential relationships to gossip reasons asro
not concerned with others' welfare, they probably use gdssip situations (see alsdeersma and Van Kleef, 2012
often to protect other individuals or their group from harm b
seeLyons and Hughes, 20).9n a similar vein, the dark side of METHOD
personality probably has a high impact on gossip motives that
serve individual purposes. For instance, people scoring high dfrocedure
the dark triad traits report to have a strong desire for powerpParticipants were invited via e-mail to Il in an online
control, and dominance (e.gJonason et al., 2010; Lee et al.questionnaire about communication at work. In total, 40
2013; Semenyna and Honey, 2R1Gaining social information employees from di erent companies in Germany were addressed.
and knowledge about people surrounding us provides us witlor snowball sampling they were asked to distribute the link
a sense of control and advantage over others (8wgann et al., to colleagues and other employees. Participants were infdrme
1981; Fiske, 2004Therefore, simply gathering and validating about the study content, that they were free to withdraw
social information might be another salient reason for darkat any time without giving any reason, and that the data
personalities to gossip. collection and analysis were anonymized. The study conforms

Taken together, the present online study focuses on thwith the Declaration of Helsinki and the ethics guidelines
reasons why people engage in conversations about absent thotl the German Psychological Society. In accordance with the
parties. The aims of the present study are 2-fold. First, weational and institutional guidelines, ethical approval wast
aim to examine the reasons for people to engage in gossigquired for this study. The questionnaire was conducted
replicating the study oBeersma and Van Kleef (20120 do so, with the informed consent of each subject. Informed consent
we translated thé/lotives to Gossip Questionnainéo German. was provided by ticking a box indicating comprehension of
In addition, we extended the questionnaire by widening thenstruction and agreement that their data is used for scienti
number of possible reasons including gossiping in order ttefios purposes. Approximately 15-20min were required to answer
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the questionnaire. For every questionnaire that was lled inand work setting separately (s€gure 1). The models tested
completely 50 Cent were donated to the UNO-Fllchtlingshilfehe hypothesized six-factorial model with the six scales as

(UN refugee relief). correlated rst-order factors with paths leading to the teritems
o hypothesized to comprise that factor (sEgure 1). The chi-
Participants square statistic was signi cant for the work settin§?(,0) D

In total, 134 participantsr( D 79 women, 59%) with a mean 190.92p < 0.001) but not for the private settirf;20)D 131.37,
age of 35.25 yearsSpD D 13.10, rangeD 21-78 years) were p D 0.22). For both settings, the comparative t index (work
recruited for the study. The majority were employed (emplgyedsetting: CFID 0.97; private setting: CAD 0.99) and the root
n D 85),n D 44 were students) D 3 were retiredn D 1 were mean square error of approximation [work setting: RMSBA
in apprenticeship, anch D 1 was unemployed. In total, 100% 0.07 [90% CI:0.05, 0.08]; private setting: RMIEA.03 [90%
of the students and the unemployed participant reported to hav€l:0.00, 0.05]] were in the acceptable range. The standaddiz

work experience. factor loadings for the six-factor model are presented sepbra
in Figure 1for both settings. All factor loadings were signi cant

Measures (p < 0.001). The inter-factor correlations varied in betweaen

Motives to Gossip D 0.10 and 0.61 for the work setting and betweed 0.17

To measure reasons to gossip the English versioMofives and 0.43 for the private setting. Due to clarity reasons the
to Gossip Questionnair@eersma and Van Kleef, 2Q01@as inter-factor correlations are not displayed iRigure 1 They
translated into German using the parallel blind techniqueare, however, highly similar to bivariate correlations diseld
(Behling and Law, 2000 That is, four bilingual individuals in Table 1 Internal consistency was highly satisfactory for all
(German native speakers) translated the questionnairsubscales (sd&gure 1) and, if applicable, comparable to those
independently and subsequently reached an agreement ai Beersma and Van Kleef (201ZJThe German version of
the nal version. In addition, that nal version was presedtéo  the extendedMotives to Gossip Questionnaige displayed in
two bilingual individuals (English native speakers) to evithe the Appendix.
nal version. TheMotives to Gossip Questionnagentains 22
items tapping into four di erent motives, namely theformation ~ Dark Triad
gathering and validatiomotive (nine items), theocial enjoyment The dark triad personality traits were measured using the
motive (ve items), thenegative in uencenotive (ve items), German version of the Dirty Dozen scale (DD, German
and thegroup protectiomotive (three items). version: Kufner et al., 2014 original version:Jonason and
Some modi cations were made to the original version. ToWebster, 201)) The Dirty Dozen scale captures narcissism
consider a relationship building motive of gossip, thre@eztive  (e.g., “I tend to want others to admire me.”), Machiaveligan
items were generated. To distinguish between informatiorfe.g., “I tend to manipulate others to get my way.”), and
gathering and information validation, three new items werepsychopathy (e.g., “I tend to be callous or insensitive.”) with
generated to capturanformation gatheringthree items of the four items for each subscale. Ratings were provided on a
information gathering and validatiosubscale were chosen to 9-point rating scale ranging from 1d{sagree stronglyto 9
representinformation validation Moreover, to create a concise (agree strongly Thus, higher values indicate higher degrees
measure three items were chosen from the respective sultscalén the respective personality trait. The subscales exhibited
represent thesocial enjoymermotive and thenegative in uence satisfactory reliability in the present study with D 0.84 for
motive. The three items were chosen based on consideratiararcissisma D 0.85 for Machiavellianism, and D 0.75 for
about the content and wording as well as on factor loadingpsychopathy which is comparable to previous reseakakir(er
obtained through a pre-studyN( D 45). et al.,, 2011 On average, participants had scores Mf D
Taken together, the preliminary scale consists of 18 item4.50 SD D 1.92) on the narcissism subscale, Mf D 3.40
tapping into six di erent motives, namelinformation gathering (SD D 1.78) on the Machiavellianism subscale, andvbfD
(IG), information validation (1V), relationship building(RB), 2.70 6D D 1.66) on the psychopathy subscale. The mean
protection(P), social enjoymer(SE), anchegative in uencéNl;  values for narcissism and Machiavellianism are comparable t
seeFigure 1). Ratings were provided on a 7-point scale rangingorevious research whereas the mean value for psychopathy is
from 1 (completely disagre® 7 (completely agrie slightly lower in the present study than in previous research
Consistent withBeersma and Van Kleef (201%e asked the (Kufner et al., 201¢ There are no gender e ects for narcissism
participants to think about a past situation when they had awomen M D 4.33, SD D 2.07 vs. menM D 4.73, SD
conversation with someone about an absent person. We askéd 1.68;t(13) D 1.19,p D 0.24, Cohen'sdt D 0.21) and
them to think about the reasons they had for that conversatio Machiavellianism (womenM D 3.30,SD D 1.72 vs. men
and to answer theMotives to Gossip Questionnaire-ReviseMl D 3.54,SD D 1.88;t(132y D 0.76,p D 0.45, Cohen's
accordingly. UnlikeBeersma and Van Kleef (20]13ve asked d D 0.13). However, men and women dier signi cantly
the participants to think about a situation in a work setting with regard to psychopathy (womeM D 2.50,SD D 1.58
as well as in a private context. Thus, participants lled in thevs. menM D 3.08,SD D 1.73;t332) D 2.01,p D 0.05,
guestionnaire twice. Cohen'sd D 0.35).
To ensure the internal validity, con rmatory factor analgse  Bivariate correlations between all variables are displayed
(CFAs) using AMOS (version 24.0.0) were conducted for privaten Table 1
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FIGURE 1 | Factor loadings of the items of theMotives to Gossip Questionnaire—Revised(con rmatory factor analysis) separately displayed for wérand private
setting (N D 134). 1V, Information Validation; I1G, Information GatheringBRRelationship Building; P, Protection; SE, Social Enjoyemt; NI, Negative In uence. Latent
factors are allowed to correlate. However, correlations @& not displayed due to clarity reasons.

Analytical Procedure and private situations, respectively. All regression aeslygere
Eleven participants had missing values varying between 1.80s0 calculated including gender as control variable. Haxe
and 35.70%. However, only four participants had missing valuese found neither a signi cant e ect nor did the results change
between 28.60 and 35.70%. Excluding these participants froimcluding gender. Due to parsimonious reasons, we only report
analysis did not change the results. According to standarthe results not controlling for gender.
procedures, missing values were imputed prior to forming scale In order to get more insight into our results, we additionally
using the EM method in SPSS Zdohafer and Graham, 2002 conducted a Bayesian Repeated ANOVA and Bayesian
To examine whether the importance of motives di er amongRegression Analyses. The Bayesian analysis has several
each other and between work and private situations, a repeatedivantages over classical statistical inference (eay, de
6 2 analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted with bothSchoot et al., 2013; Wagenmakers et al., 2D%8lch as less
“motives” (i.e.,information validationvs.information gathering susceptibility to small sample sizeag de Schoot et al., 20)13
vs. relationship buildingvs. protection vs. social enjoyment Also, thep-value in classical analysis provides the information
VS. negative inuenceand “situation” (i.e., private vs. work) about the probability of obtaining results as least as exérem
as within factors. The repeated ANOVA was also calculateds those observed given that the null hypothesis is true; the
including gender as a between subject factor. However, wedfo alternative hypothesis is left unspeci edVdgenmakers et al.,
neither a signi cant e ect nor did the results change incladi  20181. In contrast, the Bayes factor (BF) provided in Bayesian
gender. Therefore, due to parsimonious reasons, we only tepaanalysis is comparative as it weighs the support for one model
the results not controlling for gender. against that of another. More speci cally, the BF compares two
To examine whether the importance of motives depends ocompeting models: Null hypothesis and alternative hypothesis
the personality of the gossiper, multiple regression analyses w (\Wagenmakers et al., 2003IBF ¢ indicates the Bayes factor in
conducted with the dark triad personality traits as indepemde favor of Hy over Hy, that is, gives the likelihood of the data under
variables and motives as dependent variables for both wottke alternative hypothesis divided by the likelihood of theéada
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TABLE 1 | Correlations between all scalesN D 134).

Gossip motives Dark triad

Work setting Private setting

IG RB P SE NI v IG RB P SE NI N M PS

Gossip motives Work setting  Information validation 0.57** .@4** 0.16 0.33* 0.12 0.67** 0.28** 0.29* 0.09 0.08 0.03 032**+* 0.17* 0.08

Information gathering 0.44* 0.14 0.46* 0.14 0.43** 0.49**0.35** 0.13 0.31* 0.14 0.35*** 0.30** 0.05
Relationship building 0.37** 0.50** 0.39** 0.42** 0.33** @3** 0.16 0.36** 0.35** 0.48** (0.36*** 0.21**
Protection 0.09 0.24* 0.18* 0.13 0.29** 0.50** 0.10 0.15 029*** 0.28** 0.11
Social enjoyment 0.35** 0.21* 0.29** 0.47** 0.08 0.62** 0.4** 0.28*** 0.23** 0.16
Negative in uence 0.13 0.19* 0.30** 0.14 0.31** 0.63** 0.33*** 0.42*** 0.29%
Private setting Information validation 0.31* 0.33** 0.07 0.08 0.11  0.29** 0.11 0.01
Information gathering 0.40** 0.12 0.34* 0.24** 0.16 0.22** 0.08
Relationship building 0.17* 0.38* 0.28** 0.34*** 0.26** 0.17*
Protection 0.16 0.22* 0.09 0.10 0.05
Social enjoyment 0.30** 0.22** 0.16 0.20*
Negative in uence 0.35%** (.32%** (.23**
Dark triad Narcissism 0.61*** (.34***
Machiavellianism 0.49%**

N, Narcissism; M, Machiavellianism; PS, Psychopathy; IV, Infoiation Validation; IG, Information Gathering; RB, Relationship Buildirg;Protection; SE, Social Enjoyment; NI, Negative
In uence; ™p < 0.001; “p < 0.01; "p < 0.05.

under null hypothesis. Bfr indicates the Bayes factor in favor of SDD 1.59),information gatherindM D 3.92,SDD 1.65) as well
Ho over Hy, that is, gives the likelihood of the data under the nullasnegative in uencéM D 2.14,SDD 1.26) di ered signi cantly
hypothesis divided by the likelihood of the data under alegive  from all other motives s < 0.001, respectively). In contrast,
hypothesis [{luzzo, 2017; Halter, 2018; Wagenmakers et alrelationship buildingM D 3.16,SDD 1.70) protection(M D 3.10,
2018h. According toWagenmakers et al. (2018aBFRo> 100 SDD 1.58), andsocial enjoymer(iv D 2.83,SDD 1.64) did not
indicates extreme evidence foriHa BFg D 30-100 indicates di er signi cantly from each other sD 0.35-1.0).
very strong evidence for H a BRo D 10-30 indicates strong No signicant main eect for the factor “situation”
evidence for H, a BRg D 3-10 indicates moderate evidence forwas vyielded indicating that the importance of motives
H1, a BRg D 1-3 signals anecdotal evidence for,BFo D 1 was comparable for private and work-related situations,
indicates no evidence for £ BFo D 0.3-1 signals anecdotal F; 133D 2.94,pD 0.09, E,D 0.02.
evidence for K, BRo D 0.1-0.3 indicates moderate evidence Inaddition, the ANOVA yielded a signi cantinteraction e éc
for Ho, BFo D 0.03-0.1 signals strong evidence faj, BRoD  when using the Huynh-Feldt corrected statisti€34.30,665)D
0.01-0.03 indicates very strong evidence fgr &hd a Bp <  2.29,p D 0.05,! ,2, D 0.02. Bonferroni adjustepost-ho@analysis
0.01 indicates extreme evidence fog. HBayesian analyses wereshowed thatsocial enjoymenivas a more important motive in
conducted using the JASP statistic package (version 0.9.2).  private situations than in work-related situations (privaie D
3.08,SDD 1.84 vs. workM D 2.58,SDD 1.80;p < 0.001).

RESULTS All other motives were equally important in private and work
) settings p > 0.49; sed-igure 2. However, when using the
Why Are We Talking About Other People? more conservative Greenhouse-Geisser corrected statistie

To test dierences in motives to talk about others, aANOVA yielded no signicant interaction e ectF 15 665D
6 2 repeated measures ANOVA was conducted with bott2.29pD 0.06,! %D 0.02.
“motives” (i.e.,information validationvs.information gathering According to Bayesian repeated ANOVA, the model
vs. relationship buildingvs. protectionvs. social enjoyments.  containing the two main e ects and the interaction e ect
negative in uenceand “situation” (i.e., private vs. work) as received overwhelming support from the data with a;BB
within factors. 6.33 10°. According toWagenmakers et al. (2018 BF>
The Mauchly test e ects for sphericity yielded signi cant 100 shows extreme evidence fof.HHowever, the model that
eects for “motives” $2q4) D 52.73,p < 0.001) and for receives most support was the model containing the “motives”
“situation motives” $%14y D 58.71,p < 0.001). Therefore, factoronly (BhoD 4.48 10%?). This indicates that that the data
correctedr-values are reported (Huynh-Feldt). are 4.48 10°2times more likely under the model that assumes
The ANOVA yielded a signi cant main e ect for the factor di erences between motives than under the model that assumes
“motives,'F(4.48, 665D 61.54p < 0.001) 3 D 0.32, indicating no such di erences. Also, the values of;Bgsion for “situation”
that motives were di erentially important. Bonferroni adjtesl  (BFnciusion D 0.11), “motives” (Bfcusion D 3.00 10, and
post-ho@nalysis revealed thatformation validation(M D 4.68, “situation motives” (BFcusion D 4.84 10 3) show that the
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FIGURE 2 | Means, standard deviation (in parenthesis), and error barfer the different motives displayed separately for work angrivate setting N D 134).

“situation” factor and the interaction only receive wealpport.  negatively in uence the reputation of the target person istedia

In contrast, the “motives” factor receives extreme support. to narcissism and Machiavellianism. Whereas, in privatérgt
Taken together, both the classical repeated ANOVA and théhis motive appears to be more important for individuals scarin

Bayesian repeated ANOVA show that the “motives” factor istmoshigher on narcissism than for those scoring lower on narsiss

meaningful in explaining the data. (p D 0.03), in work settings it appears to be more important for
individuals scoring higher on Machiavellianism than for ge

Personality and Motives to Talk About scoring lower on Machiavellianisnp O 0.006).

Other People Bayesian regression analyses were conducted in two steps.

To examine whether the importance of motives depends o#h @ rst step, the Blos of the models with narcissism,
the gossipers personality, multiple regression analyses weWachiavelliansim, and psychopathy as independent variables
conducted for both work and private situations. The dark ¢ria and the respective gossip motive as dependent variable were of
personality traits were entered as independent variables ariaterest (se€Table 2 A: BFg). In the work setting, Bayesian
motives as dependent variables. The results are displayed liiear regression analyses show that all models received Buppo
Table 2 Noticeably, the results revealed that the importance ofrom the data with Bires varying between BgD 2.30 forsocial
motives mainly depends on the gossiper's narcissism both ik wo €njoymentand Bfo D 122473.60 forelationship buildingThe
settings and in private settings. positive Bhes indicate that the data are more likely under the

People scoring higher on narcissism indicateformation ~model assuming associations between the three persoraility t
validationas a more important motive when talking about absentand the respective gossip motive than under the model assymin
third parties than people scoring lower in narcissism both inn0 association. In contrast, in the private setting the pietis
work (p D 0.001) and privatep(< 0.001) settings. Gathering not that clear-cut. The models predictirigformation validation
information about others was also a more important motive for(BFio D 6.09) relationship buildingBFo D 25.36), andhegative
individuals scoring higher on narcissism than for thosersup  in uence(BF oD 123.43) show moderate to extreme evidence for
lower narcissism, however, only in work settings[§ 0.006). the Hi indicating that the data are more likely under the model
Using gossip to build relationships was more often rated agssuming associations between the three personality @aits
relevant by individuals scoring higher on narcissism than b the respective gossip motive than under the model assuming no
those scoring lower on narcissism both in wogk€¢ 0.001) and association. The models predictiimgformation gatheringBFio
private D 0.007) settings. Gossiping with a person in order td® 0.35),protection(BF D 0.03), andsocial enjoymentBFio
warn that person of a target person appears not to spur gossip f& 0.73) show anecdotal to very strong evidence for the H
any of the dark personalities. Again, social enjoyment ressoe  indicating that the data are more likely under the model that
more often reported by participants scoring higher on narsissi  assumes no relationship than under the model including the
however, only in work-related settingsD 0.05). Using gossip to three personality traits.
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In a second step, we did not look at the models containingAnd also the study byeersma and Van Kleef (201shows that
all three personality traits but at the models reaching theeople mainly talk about others for informational reasons and
highest Blrg (seeTable 2 B: BFg). For instance, whemgossip not to negatively in uence other people's reputation. Contrary
validationin work context has been the dependent variable theéo that perspective, gossip is considered as a form of passive-
model containing only narcissism reached the highesipBFhis  aggressive form of workplace bullying in work and organizagio
indicates that the data are about 124 times more likely urtider literature (e.g.Lewis and Gunn, 2007; Crothers et al., 2009;
model assuming an association between narcissismgasgip Privitera and Campbell, 2009In line with that notion, it
validationthan under the model assuming no such associatiomppears that negative gossip at the workplace is structureshdro
(BFo D 123.92). Taken together, the BF in the work setting “scapegoats” indicating that a large number of employees talk
showed that in 5 out of 6 analyses the;g=are highest when the negatively about a small number of colleagueswiardt et al.,
models include only narcissism. For instance, the databoeia 20123. And being the scapegoat might have disastrous e ects
492 times more likely under the model assummaycissisnrand  on the individuals as, in addition, their relationship to tedgues
information gatheringo be associated than under the null modelappears to be characterized by di culties=El{wardt et al.,
that assumes no association BB 491.71). Similarly, in the 20123. However, gossip is only one aspect of one dimension
private setting, in 4 out of 6 analyses the;Bare highest when of workplace bullying larvey et al., 2006; Crothers et al.,
the model includes only narcissism. 2009; Privitera and Campbell, 200%ork and organizational

Taken together, both classical linear regression and Bayes literature has also shown that people gossip for other thatilleos
linear regression show that the importance of motives mainlyntentions at the workplacé//addington, 2005; Waddington and

depends on the gossiper's narcissism. Fletcher, 2005; Kuo et al., 2Q1<ge alsdlichelson and Mouly,
2004; Michelson et al., 20)LOMoreover, research on gossip

DISCUSSION networks within the work context shows that employees more
often tend to gossip positively about colleagues than negjgtiv

Summary (Ellwardt et al., 2019aln sum, there is work and organizational

In the present study, we examined the di erential importance ofliterature conceptualizing gossip outside the bullying framek
reasons to engage in gossip behavior. Six distinct reasaves h but rather as a channel of informal communication and
been identied that underlie gossip behavioinformation information exchangeNlichelson and Mouly, 2004; Michelson
validation information gathering relationship building et al.,, 2010; Kuo et al., 20Q1lunderlining the notion that
protection social enjoymentaind negative in uenceReplicating the negative reputation of gossip is not justi ed. Secondneve
previous research, the results show that motives were seprople with so called “dark” personalities are not invariably
as di erentially important @eersma and Van Kleef, 2012t  triggered by malicious motives when talking about others.
appears that people mainly gossip for informational reasonénd individuals with “dark” personalities are not known for
and only marginally to harm others. This holds true in two their desire to appear or behave socially appropriate (e.g.,
fundamental domains of life, namely the private and the work-oster and Trimm, 2008 Thirdly, the present study has been
context. In both domains the importance of motives mainlyconducted as an online study warranting complete anonymity.
depends on the narcissism of the gossiper whereas psychopafhyerefore, one might assume that there was no need for $pcial

appears to be irrelevant for gossip motivation. desirable responding. Thus, it appears that people, regardless
of being on the “dark’ side of personality or on “bright”
Good or Bad? side, mainly use gossip to tune their picture of other humans

Taken together, the results suggest that gossip is bettan thand themselves.

its reputation as people report to mainly use gossip for Considering the rather positive motives and social functions

informational reasons and not to ruin the reputation of otker of gossip, it appears highly interesting why gossip is condeimne

That means, when broadening the view and evaluating gossgo harshly. One might speculate that the positive social fonsti

not only with regard to social functions but also with regardof gossip depend on a moderate use of gossip be it with regard

the intention of the gossiper a positive impression of gossipo the amount or the valence of gossip. In line with that notion

emerges. Importantly, even individuals that are willing terdiss  research shows that individuals who show a high frequency

commonly accepted social norms, act sel shly, and harm atherof negative gossip are rated as highly dislikaldleriey, 201)L

for their own good appear to use gossip to tune their pictureAlso, qualitative research show that people, even though ergoy

of other humans and themselves and not to harm others. Thugossip, restrict themselves because they are afraid of egom

even individuals with “dark” personalities rarely use gpsgith  a gossip target themselveRqdrigues et al., 20).9Assuming

a negative intention, underlining the positivity of gossip. excessive gossip would damage trust within groups and harm
One might argue that this positive view on gossip arises dumdividuals, one might speculate that the bad reputation of

to data awed by participants' tendency to socially desirableyossip restricts people from gossiping excessively. Thusaite b

responding. However, there are several reasons challetfging reputation might also have a positive social function itself.

argument. First, there is also evidence from observatiginal,

eavesdropping) studies showing that the content of conviersat Motivation, Personality, and Situation

is mainly neutral in its value and only certain parts are digar The present results show that the reasons to talk about an

positive or negativel(evin and Arluke, 1985; Dunbar etal., 1997 absent person depend to some extent on the personality of the
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people being part of the gossip activity (i.e., gossiper). Hewev  The motive to warn and protect a conversational partner
the association with personality varies between motivestsir appears to be of similar importance eationship buildingand
and situations. enjoyment It seems likely that this rather altruistic motive, on
the long run, serves the function of group protection. Thus,
by passing reputational information about a potential “harm-
Motives doer” to a gossip partner, the group as a whole is protected
Validating and gathering informatiorwere the most important against cheaters, free-riders and alikai(bar, 2004b; Keltner
motives in the private and the work context. Validating theiret al., 2008; Piazza and Bering, 2008; Beersma and Van Kleef,
view of the social world and gaining information through ggs  2011; Feinberg et al., 2012, 2D1Also, at the group level, a
is likely to help the individual to form a map of their social climate of information permeability and norm compliance is
environment and their position within that social environmie generated (e.gRiazza and Bering, 2008; Feinberg et al., 012
in the long run Suls, 1977; Baumeister et al., 2004; Fosteln contrast to our expectation, we did not nd any negative
2004; De Backer et al., 2007; Sommerfeld et al., 2007; Msctin relationship between the dark triad and the protection metiv
et al., 2011 Information validationshows a consistent positive That is, individuals scoring high on the dark triad traits ggsas
relationship with narcissism. The more narcissistic a persp  often as individuals scoring low on the dark triad traits inder
the more they tend to use gossip in order to validate inforimat to protect somebody. In the light of these ndings one might
about others and also to gather information (at least in thespeculate that for “dark” individuals gossiping about cheate
work setting). As individuals scoring high on narcissisne ar and free-riders removes potential rivals and creates a cimat
characterized by a grandiose (and sometimes vulnerable) seof trust. In a climate of trust, people with dark personalities
concept that causes them to search for external appreciatiagould continue to follow their self-bene cial agendas wittio
(Morf and Rhodewalt, 2001; Jones and Paulhus, 2011; Back et bejng hindered.
2013, one might speculate that gossip is a low risk method to gain  Gossiping just for fun and to pass time appears to be as
information about the self. Even though the received infation  important as relationship building and protecting others ifio
makes one stack up badly against the social environment, fitarm. This nding deviates from previous research where aloci
might be less painful because it does not happen in the “publienjoyment reasons were rated as more important than protactio
eye”. This way, to gain social comparison information mirmes reasons Beersma and Van Kleef, 2012As in the present
the potential psychological cost. Thus, calibrating the owrsample more participants are employed than in the sample of
perspective and gathering information about other people, angrevious researchBgersma and Van Kleef, 2Q12ndividuals
thereby about the self, appears to be important when gossipingre presumably more occupied and have less time for gossiping
speci cally for people who shy away from more direct forms ofjust for fun. In support of that notion, the social enjoyment
social comparisons due to a vulnerable self-concept. motive is less important in the professional setting than in
Another reason to exchange information about a third persorthe private setting. However, this di erence between work and
was to build trust to one's gossip partner. This motivationswa private setting has to be interpreted with care as di erértest
apparent in the private setting as well as in the work settingorrections come to di erent results and the Bayes analylses s
suggesting that it might play a role in amicable relationshiphat the data get more support when including only “motive” as
building as well as professional networking. Alselationship predictor in the model. Curiously, speci cally in a professibna
building shows consistent positive associations with narcissisnsetting, people scoring high on narcissism tend to gossip mare fo
The more narcissistic a person is, the more they report usingocial enjoyment reasons than people scoring low on narcissism
gossip in order to build trust and grow closer with the gossiplt appears as if time limits in work setting and other boundarie
partner.Jonason and Schmitt (2012Jaim narcissism to be the given by social norms in work settings do not hinder them from
“dark” trait with “the most social core” (p. 402). In line witfhat ~ passing time talking about others.
notion, they were able to show that individuals scoring high o In clear contrast to the bad reputation, gossiping is not mginl
narcissism are not choosy when selecting friends. In aaltliti driven by malicious reasons. Rather, negatively in uegcthe
Bu ardi and Campbell (2008showed that individuals scoring reputation of others is the least important reason to gossip.
high on narcissism are more active on social networkingssiteAs outlined earlier, this is in line with previous results from
such as Facebodk (see also e.gGarpenter, 2012 Jonason observational (i.e., eavesdropping) studies showing that th
and Schmitt (2012@argued that being surrounded by a lot of content of conversation is mainly neutral in its value and
(potential) friends is a way to satisfy the continuous need foonly certain parts are clearly positive or clearly negathev(n
self-validation; likewise, it may serve the need for exdégelf- and Arluke, 1985; Dunbar et al., 1997Interestingly, the
a rmation and appreciation—you need audience when you wantmotivation to negatively in uence the reputation of somebody
to shine on stageMorf and Rhodewalt, 2001 However, as else is not solely associated with narcissism but also with
more narcissistic individuals make more favorable imp@ssi Machiavellianism. However, whereas individuals scoriiginton
at rst sight but not in the long run Paulhus, 1998; Back et al., narcissism appear to use gossip in a malicious way in private
2010, one might speculate that more narcissistic individualshavsettings, individuals scoring high on Machiavellianismdeo
to keep “friend-supplies” coming. Exchanging informatiorthwvi  bad-mouth others in professional settings. The potentiallyreno
others might be an easy method to form new relationships andompetitive professional setting elicited more malicioussjo
shape the social environment according to one's needs. only by people scoring high on Machiavellianism. One might
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speculate that more Machiavellian individuals use gossipemorThis might be due to similar gossip behavior across di erent
strategically to gain long-term, higher order goals in danmseof ~ situations or due to the fact that the distinction between
competition and performancelpnes and Paulhus, 2011 work and private situations has not been precise enough. We
Even though it appears that the reasons to gossip correspomti erentiated between work and private settings assuming tha
to the social functions of gossip, we do not suppose that ththese are reasonably dierent in terms of social norms and
di erent gossip motives act in the service of a single functioncompetitiveness. However, jobs, workplaces, and orgaoizati
exclusively. Rather, a single motive might serve uninteraily are highly dierent in terms of normative expectations and
di erent social functions, presumably more than one at oncecompetitiveness. Empirical research has already shown that
For instance, gossiping just for fun might serve a recreation gossip activity at the workplace depends on variables such
function, and, at the same time, create trust and closeness trust in management=(lwardt et al., 2019¢ psychological
facilitating relationship building. Likewise, individlsamight use  contract violations Kuo et al., 201f leadership Kuo et al.,
gossip in order to negatively in uence the reputation of agar 2015, ambiguity of formal communication within organizations
person, and, without intention, simultaneously serve theiglo (Crampton et al., 1993 and perceived stress and anxiety
function of group protection. To make it even more complicated,(Waddington and Fletcher, 2005Thus, gossip activity highly
it is plausible to assume that people have di erent motives at theepends on organizational and occupational features. Rédsearc
same time. Gossiping in order to protect a gossip partner mighon organizational features that hinder or facilitate workgé
well go hand in hand with the intention to damage the reputatio bullying suggest that organizations may vary on enabling
of the gossip target. Thus, there is much more research metede structures and processes (e.g., perceived power imbalance,
uncover the complex interrelations between the diverse westi frustration), on motivating structures and processes (&tgrnal

and social functions. competition, reward system), and on precipitating processes, (e
organizational change$ialin, 2003; Crothers et al., 200%As
Personality gossip is used by workplace bullies, and, therefore, considere

Interestingly, with regard to the dark triad personality it\s as one aspect of workplace bullying (elgewis and Gunn,

only narcissism shows consistent associations with mettee 2007 Crothers et al., 2009; Privitera and Campbell, 20@%e

gossip. According taones and Paulhus (20]Harcissism can reasons for gossip as well as gossip frequency and valence

be distinguished from psychopathy and Machiavellianism bynight also depend on these organizational or occupational

the type of goals they pursue. Whereas, individuals scorinfgatures. In addition, they may also depend on the years in a

high on psychopathy and Machiavellianism pursue goals ddpeci c organization. The time working within an organizari

a concrete, instrumental nature, individuals scoring high o is probably related to the amount and intensity of relatioish

narcissism aim for goals that are of an abstract, symboliorea somebody has to others in that organization; and, therefore

(Jones and Paulhus, 207l 258). Accordingly, more narcissistic might be related to the motives that steer gossip behavedtem

individuals have a higher need for a superior identity. Thetogether, the organizational and occupational circumsesnof

identity in turn emerges in part from information provided by participants might have been so di erent that potential e ects

the social environmentRaumeister, 1997, 1998; Fiske, 2004due to the situation might have been blurred. In additiorpand

Jones and Paulhus, 2Q1JAs outlined earlier, gossip appears30% of our participants were students for whom private and

to be a painless-and-quick mean to get information abouwork life are not that distinct and merge. In order to gain

the social surrounding and oneself; either by explicitly gsin more knowledge about the e ects of situational attributes on

gossip to validate and gather information or by trying totlrs  gossip motives, frequency, and valence future researehdbee

relationships in order to have an audience to act. experimental design or intensive longitudinal methods (idéary
Other research shows that in comparison to moreand experience sampling).

psychopathic and more Machiavellian individuals, more

narcissistic individuals tend to use moseft tacticgo in uence

others (Jonason et al., 20).2Soft tactics are designed to LIMITATIONS

convince another person of the advocated behavior being in

their best interest. In contrast, hard tactics are tactidiclv  One strength of the present study is that it extends previous

the user forces their will on another person witlvukl and research through the comprehensive assessment of gossip

Falbe, 1990 Also, individuals scoring high on narcissism reasons. Furthermore, the present study took the challerige o

show more indirect bullying than physical bullyin@gughman assessing gossip motivation and the dark triad personakiyst

et al., 201 Assuming that gossip is soft tacticor a form of inanon-student sample. Additionally, we studied the importanc

indirect aggression McAndrew, 201) one might speculate of gossip motivations in di erent contexts of social life (pate

more narcissistic individuals to be especially prone to usseh and work-related).

methods in order to manipulate others while maintaining thei  Given these strengths, some limitations need to be congidere

social standing. First, the motives captured in thdotives to Gossip Questionnaire
as well as in the extended version are based on a literatuie@wve
Situation and, therefore, ultimately originate from the mind of resgeers.

In the present study, the importance of gossip motives did-uture research needs to take a more comprehensive approach
not di er substantially between work and private situations.and investigate whether the results can be replicated by using
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minds of lay persons (i.e., interviewing lay persons abouir the distinctiveness, emotional impact, and duration. Eventst tre
reasons). In-depth interviews might uncover additional imes  unusual, dramatic, or lasting ensure that a rich represéonas
to exchange information about others. formed and are stored in the long-term memory. Thus, unusual
Second, considering that one focus of the study was ther emotional arousing gossip events might be remembered
association between the gossip motives and the dark triaglasily whereas irregular but frequent and relatively unintgat
personality traits, the use of a short measure of the darklti$a gossip events are not retrieved easily and perhaps forgotten
guestionable. The Dirty Dozen aims to capture the core aspectstirely (Sudman et al., 1996; Tourangeau, 20@onsequently,
which are the grandiose self-view for narcissism, explioitadf  participants might have selected highly salient examples of
others for Machiavellianism and the callousness for psyctigpa gossip events that are not representative of more frequesgigo
(Kufner et al., 2014 Even though the Dirty Dozen Scale hassessions. However, at the same time the rich representations
shown convergent validity with comprehensive measuresigusi of these unusual events of gossip make it more plausible that
more complex measures for the respective three traits woulparticipants have a vivid and detailed memory and can theeefor
allow deeper insight into the associations. Speci callymgrang  recall related aspects such as motivations for behavior more
the di erent facets and subtypes of narcissism would facéditae  easily {ourangeau, 2000 An alternative method might be to
interpretation of the relationships found between narcissand ask participants to provide information about their tendency
gossip motives. to gossip for certain reasons across dierent situations and
Third, the order in which participants had to report on gossip across time. Such a procedure would presumably detach the
in a work and in a private setting was not varied betweerdependency of single highly salient gossip events and would also
participants. On the contrary, each participants was rst aske@pen the opportunity to study individual di erences in stable
to think about a gossip event in private setting and then inunderlying motives.
a professional setting. One might assume that thinking about Fifth, because of the relatively small sample sizH & 134
a gossip event in a private setting could in uence recall orthe power of the analysis might have been reduced resulting in a
gossiping in a professional context leading to similar resulthigher probability of type-1l error. And indeed, a post hoc power
across situations. However, research on order e ects withimnalysis for the repeated ANOVA revealed that Eagest of the
surveys suggests that both assimilation and contrast e ect®ain e ect “situation” did not achieve su cient power (0.40pt
might occur Sudman et al., 1996 For instance, in a study detect an e ect. Similarly, the test of the interaction e eddd
conducted bySchwarz and Bless (199participants were asked not achieve su cient power (0.68). Alspost-hopower analysis
about a speci c politician (i.e., Barschel) who was involved i for the two regression analyses not reaching conventionalse
a scandal. Those who were asked to rate the trustworthines$ signi cance (i.e., foinformation gatheringand protectionin
of politicians in general afterwards rated the trustwortkss private setting) revealed that tietests did not achieve su cient
lower than those who were asked to rate the trustworthinesgower (0.13 foprotectiorand 0.58 foinformation gatheriny To
of specic politicians. Thus, an assimilation occurred in theaddress the issue of sample size, the analyses were repeated usin
rst case whereas a contrast e ect emerged in the seconBayesian statistics (e.gan de Schoot et al., 201 Mirroring the
case. As in the present study the evaluation of two speci cesults of the classical repeated ANOVA, the Bayesian regheate
events were required, a contrast e ect would have been mor&NOVA revealed that the “situation” as well as the interawtio
likely to occur (see als&chwarz and Bless, 199However, were not meaningful. Also, the Bayesian linear regressiorons
as our data shows no dierences between these two eventbe results of the classical linear regression analysess, Hoth
it is reasonable to assume that no order e ects emerged &inds of analyses draw a very similar picture of the results
all. Another argument speaking against the assumption that aemphasizing their reliability.
assimilation e ect has occurred is the operation of convecset Finally, in the present paper, concurrent associations betwee
norms that prohibit redundancy. More speci cally, respondentspersonality and reasons to gossip were studied. Howevarlljo f
may deliberately ignore information that has already beemunderstand the complex interplay between personality, gossip
provided in response to previous questiorschiwarz and behavior and longterm e ects of gossip (i.e., social funtdisuch
Bless, 1991; Schwarz et al., 1991; Schwarz).188ds, when as facilitation of relationship building, protection, fatiltion of
thinking about the second gossip event participants mighsocial learning) longitudinal studies are needed.
have explicitly thought about a gossip event diering from
the previous one. Nevertheless, future research needs tea nd
concluding answer. CONCLUSION
Fourth, in the Motives to Gossip Questionnaparticipants
are asked to think about their reasons to gossip in a speci Gossip runs like a thread through our social world. Regasdles
situation capturing theirmotivationto gossip in that situation. of important social functions, gossip has a rather negative
This approach might harbor potential threats. Participantsreputation. The present study shows that the negative reprati
have to consult their autobiographical memory to identifyis not justi ed as individuals indicate they mainly use gpsfir
relevant behavioral events, and, in addition, rememberétad informational reasons and not to harm others. And, even thlou
the reasons for this behavior (e.gSudman et al., 1996 the motives to gossip depend on the gossiper's personality (i.e
Remembering an event depends in part on the depth andark triad personality), also individuals with “dark” persalities
elaboration of the encoding process of the event. The depthppear to use gossip to tune their picture of other humans
and elaboration of the encoding re ects variables such aand themselves.
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APPENDIX

The German Version of the Revised Motives to Gossip Questionnaire

In unseremprivaten Alltag kommt es hau g vor, dass wir Gber eine dritte Personesjhren, die nicht anwesend ist. Denken Sie an
eine vergangene Situation in lhreprivaten Alltag, in der Sie Teil eines solchen Gesprachs (Uber einessnde Person) waren.
Halten Sie sich diese Situation im Folgenden vor Augen unikee Sie an Griinde, die Sie fir das Gesprach hatten. Nehmen Sie
dementsprechend Stellung zu folgenden Aussagen:

Ich habe an dieser Unterhaltung aus folgenden Griinden tedgemen: : :
IV ...um herauszu nden ob die Person, mit der ich gesprochahdy genauso Uber die abwesende Person denkt.

IV ...um unsere Gedanken uber die abwesende Person zu icbeie
IV ...um herauszu nden, ob die Person, mit der ich gesprochahe, meiner Meinung ist.

IG ...um Informationen iber die abwesende Person zu sammeln

IG ...um Neuigkeiten Uber die abwesende Person in Erfahmurigringen.

IG ...um Auskunfte tber die abwesende Person einzuholen.

RB ...um die Beziehung zu der Person, mit der ich geredet abesrtiefen.

RB ...umdas Vertrauen der Person, mit der ich geredet habgewinnen.

RB ...um mich mit der Person, mit der ich geredet habe, gut ellest.

P ...umdie Person, mit der ich gesprochen habe, vor der almgteadPerson zu schitzen.

P  ...umdie Person, mit der ich gesprochen habe, davor zu sehiion der abwesenden Person ausgenutzt zu werden.
P ...um die Person, mit der ich gesprochen habe, vor dem Vienhder abwesenden Person zu warnen.

SE ...zum Vergnugen.
SE ...weil es mir Spal} bereitet hat.

SE ...weil wir uns die Zeit vertreiben wollten.

NI ...um die abwesende Person in einem schlechten Lichud&eiien.
NI ...um schlecht Uber die abwesende Person zu sprechen.

NI ...um den Ruf der abwesenden Person zu schadigen.

Respondents indicate the degree to which they agree on a 7-pcahé (1 = tri t Gberhaupt nicht zu, 7 = tri t voll zu). For the
work-related situation the term “private” (“privat’) was reked with “work-related” (“beru ich”).
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