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Managers are powerful players in organizations, which
makes them likely a key-person of workplace gossip.
In general, managers play the role of gossipee and
gossiper simultaneously in work units or work groups.
Therefore, this study developed a dyadic model
integrating macro and micro approaches to test the
effectiveness of supervisor s workplace gossip. The
results collected 231 dyadic data show that
supervisors’ positive gossip behaviors are
significantly related to LMX, group efficacy,
supervisor commitment, and subordinates’ positive
gossip behaviors. In contrast, supervisors’ negative
gossip behaviors are positively related to
subordinates’ gossip behaviors. At the same time,
positive gossip behaviors performed by supervisors
will indirectly influence group efficacy,
psychological efficacy, supervisor commitment,
subordinates’ gossip through LMX, which supports LMX
as a mediator of the relationship. In general, the
results outline the critical role supervisors’

gossip behaviors play in the relationship of LMX,
employee attitude, as well as employee behavior.
Finally, we further discussed and illustrated the
study implications in management, research



suggestions in the future, and the limitations in
this study according to the study results.

B2 M4 0 workplace gossip, supervisors — workplace gossip,
group efficacy, employee effectiveness
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The Impact of Supervisor’s Workplace Gossip on Employees’ Effectiveness:

A dyadic-level Examination
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The Impact of Supervisor’s Workplace Gossip on Employees’ Effectiveness:

A dyadic-level Examination

(Abstract)

Managers are powerful players in organizations, which makes them likely a key-person of workplace
gossip. In general, managers play the role of gossipee and gossiper simultaneously in work units or work
groups. Therefore, this study developed a dyadic model integrating macro and micro approaches to test the
effectiveness of supervisor’s workplace gossip. The results collected 231 dyadic data show that supervisors’
positive gossip behaviors are significantly related to LMX, group efficacy, supervisor commitment, and
subordinates’ positive gossip behaviors. In contrast, supervisors’ negative gossip behaviors are positively
related to subordinates’ gossip behaviors. At the same time, positive gossip behaviors performed by
supervisors will indirectly influence group efficacy, psychological efficacy, supervisor commitment,
subordinates’ gossip through LMX, which supports LMX as a mediator of the relationship. In general, the
results outline the critical role supervisors’ gossip behaviors play in the relationship of LMX, employee
attitude, as well as employee behavior. Finally, we further discussed and illustrated the study implications in
management, research suggestions in the future, and the limitations in this study according to the study results.

Keywords: workplace gossip, supervisors’ workplace gossip, group efficacy, employee effectiveness
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Clugston ¥ 4 (2000)E % & 7l £ » % § 5 BALA (41 A EwiRi AE A DR AR AN D
) o AP - BE ¢ > & 42 Cronbach's a & .76 °

WHAF crF B ndBEAF E 40 APIRNBOANTFL oL e AP EEAZ |2
AN R A RA oL 6 BP0 S af;m,ﬂ—%\,sz PR AR TEYIRE T2 RR
"FEREAFL T FEFL TRL TN RL ) EER S X FEHE - AR BIE N A
RRABARASNER o %"#i»éﬂ' FR%A 11,1 "6, mihadkce i AP EAZ

Cronbach's a % .84; § w» ~3"% % 2_ Cronbach's a % .89 -
AR o AR T PRSI RT R HE L RSB M G SRS
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CFA) » &7 fxac»c & (convergent validity ) £ % ##»x& (discriminant validity ) 2. 5% - ~# 7 # *
Bollen (1990) ek 4713k » xRk ApF12 3 EApE kR TR AR F AP Gi
BT %K 2 0 4 3 RMSEA -~ SRMR -~ NFI (Bentler & Bonnett, 1980 ) - CFIl ( Bentler & Bonnett,
1980; Hu & Bentler, 1999 ) ~ IFI (Bentler,1983) #4pi% - 2 pl2 5 ¢ (R4 - ) 73 —*Ff Bk A X ik
&L (covariance matrix ) ¥ ~ LISREL8 ¥ » z¥ X BRIEIE P f im ez an®m bt c i > 7y %
tE RSP RN E BRS GBcenlg F M PRI R AR 2 R B enis & (reliability) 2 R
EH N e fe R o CFA th 587 o HBH T f fmeh®sf > RIS e B FEHE o x* =
1697.28 (p<.05) > df=832 » RMSEA=.06 > NFI=.89 - IFI=.94 > CFI=.94 > SRMR=.06 > + = &
pd Rant @R 3(HES 204) ot BlE VST TR F ¥ 7 4 i e & (Hughes, Price,
& Marrs, 1986 ) -

AETRRLBRBERRIE DGR A8 D A0 2 F o ERF LR (p<05) » B EEH - BRY
7 chk gk (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993) » Bfom #7 BERA LG G R L F o L F e A3
o AT LMX s B s aedD s e T2 g e A K E‘?K%J-r?' AR R e N R
A& (composite reliability ) » %] %.83~.86~.88~.90~.86~.78~.84 % .89 ¥ :£.60 :h& - g7 Fh
RITEF AWORERGR - B2XARKRAE S & > A7 T 5% R 3 PE (average variance extracted,
AVE) a2 g e A3 v A g i A3 S LMX s B A s w2 aed s A RE BT e
NFE IR E e N3 e w5 505249~ 59~ .61~.50~.53 % .60 + ‘¥ 4%:17.50 ¢h& F-k# (Fornell
& Larcker, 1981) > ® #73 en%] % f =& (48.83 1.49) ¥ % *+.45 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993 ) » &3 7
Ay L 5 Jacrc R (convergentvalidity ) > #75 BLBR S IE ¢ K E prH iz WBE LR - F Ho i
A R o fp¥ 2§ (shared variance) = ¥ M3t P i AVE > » B A7 L5 R FER
(discriminantvalidity ) o % 7 i&— #3% & ®RpaRk » AT HF B (FAfl) EFpEE
Z B ¥ % (O’Leary-Kelly & Vokurka, 1998 ) -

AR AT EE 3G A e A3 B LMX (r=21>p<.01) ~ ®|rHF & (r=.13>p<.05) -
A gk (r=.22>p<.01) 2w~ 4 (r=.12> p<.05) ERFLIAAM > AF e~ aE
A4t (r=18p<.0L) W fw A4 (r=17>p<0l)c 240w A0 Ff o A REY
ipk (r=.40-p<.001) 3"t A3 BIEE e A3 Y TREFTAAM (r=54>p<.001) LMX
2 Wk % (r=.65-p<.001) <4 (r=.59>p<.001)~ i %K (r=.80>p<.001) % 3%
Biw~% (r=.38-p<.001) B %1 4pH
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?&ig\}'(L’?’;‘é’?’\il)?{%LMx ]ﬁ],&tﬂ‘r}igéryf\:umﬁg;fp'ﬁi ’:': ,;‘%’,\L‘K%J_ra, A4 23R
Bf oA B FIEr sk od BT i 80 A4 LMX(/)’—.28) AL (p=.20)
SIG A (B=15) 2 A FRGE (B=27) HHEFKE@P<.05) ) i é ?’"*’* R

3 (B=18) 23 f e A3 (B=.22) FEKERE(D<.05)- 2t E R 9 )4(847) =2492.19 > &
BEc® (p<05), F2Eepd Rant @i 294 Br BV E 5 24 fe & (Hughes et al.,
1986) £ ¢ > H s Adp iy BT ’ff;—zaﬁ:—“mﬂ*ﬂ:iﬁfﬁ R S Y (RMSEA:.09~
SRMR = .07 NFI = .87~ IFI = 89 ~CFl=.90) s & F it A% % » AFFTBEXR UL F L~ 32
LMX &8 F e iphl > =~ 38 LMX 8 ¥ fph )‘ B 2L e 323 hEHy ufr’éu
BELAPM A g fe 3 RENEEMT A o R FAAM)E BR 3L e M HMpuE
FALREFIRM f e AP RENECEG K ERFLMM)E BRS(E FE R NS %*K@m_l_ra’
N @imu&m M ?é Ny e A E SRR L APM)E®

Bk AL g ~FEmpani gk BMEDARM A g e P RENEOLf RELTHE]
G D I SED SR

Bl
A7 00 LISRELS G2 7 ¥ A HE38 s et 2 IR B PBT F It &% o -”LHE"@ 257 o BRI
Host 61 7(852) = 1878.39 » i AT K (p<.05)» + 3 g pd R eant @5 220 HA L “E"ﬁ N
5 i fie B (Hughesetal.,1986)°$ﬁ H ﬂﬁggiﬂﬁg» B BRENEFT TR AF AR

g pe i (RMSEA=.07 + SRMR=.07 ~ NFI=.87 - IFI=.92 - CFI=.92) i # & % ~ ' 1 LMX ¢
B il s 17 SR F R E(<.05) ) LMX I BT i+ (B=78) ~ G i K (B=T7) 1 F
KB =96)2 G N3 (B =A3) R T iy FEEFREE< 05 HTAELe AT
LMX k@8R 1 ehg st B od ~ 4 F K2 B A oApfens 4§ f o A 32 LMX e0ps 2 i
FPEHEOKHTAFE ARG Ak o

&~ B 2

EH s - HRBIMX L1 F e 38R 5 R f2c% > 2477 45 Anderson £
Gerbing (1988) A 78k > 4 W4+ & 7 it fic;¢ (alternative models) &7 £ B & 1% o 252§ 0¥
DR AR R NES R AR B S Ty o SO gV I R S ol S S
Wit S LR e b TP fe R AR A RS i HE I ’.i%’:bifb? s TR S A
S ELE (4F(5)=6138) EHF-KEP<.05)> LFf v A FIMBLI e ~E (B=21) fo g
(p=23) i jfomficy ERFE<.05)  Braig i " HMBEDONT LG ERHRDEY 30k o T
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Dispositional Envy and Perceived Organizational Politics:
The Mediating Role of Workplace Gossip

Presented at the: The European Business and Management Conference 2014,
3th-6th July, 2014, Brighton, United Kingdom.

ABSTRACT
The present study examined the relation of dispositional envy with employees’ perception of

organizational politics, as well as the mediating effects of workplace gossip (positive gossip and negative
gossip) on the relation. Participants were 248 full-time employees from 22 organizations selected from several
industries, such as Semiconductor, Manufacture, Finance, and Service in Taiwan. To minimize the influence
of common method variance, and to provide the most rigorous test of the hypotheses, we adopted three-way
survey design to collected data by one-month intervals.

Three major findings manifest in the results. First, dispositional envy had significant predictability for
the employees’ workplace gossip under the condition of controlling the employees’ demographic variables. It
shows that employees who have higher level of envy would be more likely to spread the workplace gossip,
especially negative gossip. Secondly, workplace gossip had a significant predictability for perceived
organizational politics. Compare to positive gossip, the effects of negative gossip on perceived organizational
politics were larger. Thirdly, we found that dispositional envy affects perceived organizational politics through
its impact on workplace negative gossip. This study provides an initial step in identifying the processes
through which dispositional envy impacts the employees’ perception of organizational politics. Implications
are discussed and future research directions are identified.
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ABSTRACT
The present study examined the relation of dispositional envy with employees’ perception of

organizational politics, as well as the mediating effects of workplace gossip (positive gossip and negative
gossip) on the relation. Participants were 248 full-time employees from 22 organizations selected from several
industries, such as Semiconductor, Manufacture, Finance, and Service in Taiwan. To minimize the influence
of common method variance, and to provide the most rigorous test of the hypotheses, we adopted three-way
survey design to collected data by one-month intervals.

Three major findings manifest in the results. First, dispositional envy had significant predictability for
the employees’ workplace gossip under the condition of controlling the employees’ demographic variables. It
shows that employees who have higher level of envy would be more likely to spread the workplace gossip,
especially negative gossip. Secondly, workplace gossip had a significant predictability for perceived
organizational politics. Compare to positive gossip, the effects of negative gossip on perceived organizational
politics were larger. Thirdly, we found that dispositional envy affects perceived organizational politics through
its impact on workplace negative gossip. This study provides an initial step in identifying the processes
through which dispositional envy impacts the employees’ perception of organizational politics. Implications
are discussed and future research directions are identified.
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