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ABSTRACT
An Analysis of Gossip in the Early Childhood Settings
By
Darcy Edwards
Master of Arts in Education,
Educational Psychology
This thesis project explores gossip in early childhood settings. Historically,
gossip in the workplace has been associated with a negative connotation and viewed as a
vindictive behavior. However, recent literature on gossip in the workplace is beginning
to conceptualize workplace gossip as a functional form of communication (Brady,
Brown, & Hanyu Liang, 2016); specifically, that individuals’ motives to gossip are an
efficient way to access information (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012). Given the findings of
such studies, it may be valuable to identify the common topics of gossip in early
childhood settings and the motives behind why early childhood professionals engage in
gossip. In the present study, 22 graduate students who were enrolled in an early
childhood education program were asked to complete a questionnaire on the content,
contexts, and conditions of gossip in early childhood settings. The most frequently cited
topics of gossip regarding children, parents, coworkers, and administration/administrators
in early childhood settings are discussed in Chapter 4. Implications, potential limitations
of the study, and ideas for future research will also be presented.

xv

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
“If researchers continue to dismiss gossip as essentially idle, malicious talk about
unfortunate individuals they may overlook some of its most important and valuable
functions” (Baumeiser, Zhang, and Vohs, 2004, p. 120).
According to the California Early Childhood Educator Competencies (CDE,
2011), early childhood educators “should support the development of effective
communication skills and adopt multiple modes for the workplace” (p. 100). Language
and speech are required for communication and embedded in daily social interactions; the
use of language allows individuals to exchange information in both personal and
professional environments. According to Dunbar (2004), conversation is “a uniquely
human phenomenon” with two thirds of conversation time devoted to social topics
(p.100). Therefore, in a setting where early childhood educators converse about topics
such as family hardships, children’s development, program management, and coworker
performance, how can language be used as a mode of communication and not considered
gossip? Is communication different in settings that are exposed to more sensitive
discussions like in early childhood as opposed to a more general workplace that does not
work with children and families?
Statement of Problem
According to Dunbar (2004) the role language plays in social bonding is “that it
allows us to keep track of what is going on within our social networks, as well as using it
to service those relationships” (p. 102). While language serves multiple functions and
can be used in a variety of ways, Dunbar (2004) reported four different ways language is
often used: “to seek advice or to discuss hypothetical situations;” “to provide us with a
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kind of policing function to control those who fail to abide by the formal and informal
agreements;” to “advertise ourselves;” and “to deceive” (pp. 103-104). With the variety
of ways language can be used, is it possible that the social motives that influence an
individual’s decision to engage in a social conversation are typically labeled as
gossiping?
Gossip has a negative reputation and is often viewed as a malicious or devious
act. While gossip in the workplace is typically believed to be unacceptable and
discouraged, almost everyone engages in some form of gossip (Brady, Brown, & Hanyu
Liang, 2016). Gossip may take place in the home among family members, in social
settings with friends, or between colleagues in the workplace. While all are equally
important settings to investigate, researchers have recognized the complexity of gossip in
the workplace and have acknowledged that gossip can either be positive or negative in
nature (Brady et al., 2016). This complexity is heightened in early childhood settings
where early childhood educators are often discussing more intimate issues such as child
behavior, family dynamics, parent practices, and coworker performance. Ellwardt,
Labianca, and Wittek (2012) found that employees working with children in a non-profit
organization engaged in positive and negative gossip about colleagues within their work
group rather than colleagues outside of their work group. While the literature implies
that a majority of employees engage in workplace gossip that is either positive or
negative in nature, what are the ethical standards for communication for early childhood
professionals?
According to the National Association for the Education of Young Children
(NAEYC), Codes of Ethical Conduct (2005), early childhood educators have an ethical
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responsibility to communicate information to children, families, and colleagues in a
respectful and confidential manner. When decisions need to be made concerning a child
in a program, educators may benefit from involving all those relevant in the decisionmaking process and “ensuring confidentiality of sensitive information” (NAEYC, 2005,
p.3). Is discussing a child’s behavior between two early childhood educators considered
gossip in the workplace or the sharing of information in order to make a collaborative
decision that will benefit the child? According to the NAECY (2005), when
communicating and collaborating with families, early childhood educators “shall
maintain confidentiality and shall respect the family’s right to privacy, refraining from
disclosure of confidential information” (p. 4). Would engaging in a discussion with
another educator about a specific parent’s parental practices and the way they discipline
their child be considered an act of gossip?
Principle 3A.1 of the NAEYC Code of Ethical Conduct (2005) states, “We shall
recognize the contributions of colleagues to our program and not participate in practices
that diminish their reputations or impair their effectiveness in working with children and
families” (p. 5). Furthermore, principle 3A.3 explains that “we shall exercise care in
expressing views regarding the personal attributes or professional conduct of co-workers”
(NAYEC, 2005, p.5). This can be done by making statements that are “based on
firsthand knowledge, not hearsay, and relevant to the interests of children and programs”
(NAEYC, 2005, p. 5). Therefore, early childhood educators have an ethical
responsibility to only discuss concerns about colleagues that are based on factual
information and should not engage in negative evaluations about a colleague’s behavior.
With the NAEYC Code of Ethical Conduct in mind and the perceived notion of gossip, is
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gossip taking place in early childhood settings and if so, what is the content of the
gossip? Are educators following the code of ethical conduct and only discussing topics
that are relevant to the children, families, and programs? Do early childhood educators
perceive gossip as negative or positive or as a form of communication sharing
information that may benefit children and/or families?
Purpose of Project
The purpose of this study is to investigate the experiences of work related gossip
in early childhood settings. The study aims to reveal the specific topics being gossiped
about and where it takes place. The study specifically explores topics regarding children,
parents, coworkers, and administration/administrators. The questionnaire was designed
to elicit early childhood educators’ viewpoints of the purposes, liabilities, and benefits of
gossip. In order to tap into a more personal lens, participants either recalled themselves
as a target of gossip or as the person who initiated the gossip. Further, the researcher
explores educators’ definition of gossip. Finally, the study seeks to identify strategies
that educators might use if they were a program director knowing gossip was a problem
at their center.
Significance of Project
Because it appears that gossip typically has a negative connotation, it is crucial to
explore whether gossip is viewed as a positive or negative tool in early childhood
settings. In an effort to support the work climate in early childhood settings, it may be
beneficial for researchers to gain an understanding of how early childhood educators
view and define gossip in early childhood settings. Due to the nature of the job, early
childhood educators are in constant communication with families, coworkers, and
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administrators. What is the content of gossip in early childhood settings? Is the gossip
negative or positive? How can programs emphasize helpful communication from
negatively charged gossip? Do educators view gossip solely as a malicious act or does
this kind of informal communication contribute to a potentially functional conversation?
Terminology
Affect-based trust: “A deeper level of trust that derives from an emotional bond between
individuals, which is more likely to develop only in close expressive friendship network
ties” (Grosser, Lopez-Kidwell, & Labianca, 2010, p. 181).
Cognition-based trust: “A judgment based on another’s competence and reliability,
which is most likely to develop in instrumental workflow ties” (Grosser et al, 2010, p.
181).
Expressive ties: “Relational ties which contain a socioemotional component” (Grosser et
al., 2010, p. 180).
Friendship network: “Sharing many of the same friends with another person” (Grosser et
al., 2010, pp. 178-179).
Generalized trust: “Trust is impersonal and not related to specific social exchange
relationships between people” (Ellwardt et al., 2012, p. 524).
Gossip: “The exchange of information with evaluative content about absent third parties”
(Beersma & Kleef, 2012, p. 2640).
Instrumental ties: “Relational ties which arise in the course of fulfilling appointed work
functions” (Grosser et al., 2010, p. 180).
Interpersonal trust: “Expressive friendship ties in employee dyads” (Ellwardt et al.,
2012, p. 526).
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Negative gossip: “A risky social endeavor that requires an assurance of privacy” (Grosser
et al., 2010, p. 181).
Norm-Violation Behavior: “A person in the work group who does not contribute as much
to the group work as others do” (Beersma & Kleef, 2012, p. 2658).
No-Norm-Violation Behavior: “Behavior that is unusual and salient, but not harmful to
the group” (Beersma & Kleef, 2012, p. 2658).
Organizational gossip behavior: “A relational process involving, at minimum, a triad”
(Ellwardt et al., 2012, p. 194).
Positive gossip behavior: “Includes praising, the absent individual, providing political or
social support for the person, or defending that colleague in their absence” (Ellwardt,
Labianca, & Wittek, 2012. p. 195).
Social Gossip Theory: “States that human language evolved in response to the mounting
pressures of maintaining beneficial interpersonal relations within expanding social
networks” (Farley, Timme, & Hart, 2010, p. 362).
Structural embeddedness: “The extent to which a focal actor shares a mutual third party
tie with a second actor” (Grosser et al., 2010, p. 182).
Trust: “A state involving confident positive expectations about another’s motives with
respect to oneself in situations entailing risk” (Boon & Holmes, 1991, p.194).
Workflow relationship: “A coworker a person is required to work directly with” (Grosser
et al., 2010).
Workplace gossip: “Informal and evaluative (i.e., positive or negative) talk from one
member of an organization to one or more members of the same organization about
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another member of the organization who is not present to hear what is said” (Brady et al.,
2016, p. 3).
Preview of Thesis
The upcoming chapters will provide information and personal experiences
regarding work related gossip in early childhood settings. Chapter Two provides relevant
literature on perceptions of women who gossip in the workplace (Farley, Timme, & Hart,
2010); the effects of generalized and interpersonal trust on workplace gossip (Ellwardt,
Wittek, & Wielers, 2012); an analysis of positive and negative gossip in organizational
life (Grosser, Lopez-Kidwell, & Labianca, 2010); identifying the objects of positive and
negative gossip in the workplace (Ellwardt, Labianca, & Wittek, 2012); and an analysis
of social motives, antecedents, and consequences of why people gossip (Beersma &
Kleef, 2012). Chapter Three provides detailed information regarding the study,
methodology, and instrumentation used to examine the content, context, and conditions
of gossip occurring in early childhood settings. Chapter Four presents the findings of the
completed questionnaires. Chapter Five discusses the findings in relation to its
implications, limitations, and areas for future research.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
In this chapter, the analysis of positive and negative gossip, the targets of positive
and negative gossip, and the social motives to gossip will be presented. Farley, Timme,
and Hart (2010) examined the perceptions of women who gossip in the workplace. The
second study reported on the effects generalized and interpersonal trust had on workplace
gossip specifically referring to gossiping about managers (Ellwardt, Wittek, & Wielers,
2012). The third study explored the influence relationships in organizational life had on
employees’ engagement in positive or negative gossip (Grosser, Lopez-Kidwell, &
Labianca, 2010). The fourth study investigated who the objects of negative and positive
gossip were in the workplace (Ellwardt, Labianca, & Wittek, 2012). The final study
researched the social motives, antecedents, and consequences of gossip (Beersma &Van
Kleef, 2012).
On Call Talk and Break-Room Chatter: Perceptions of Women Who Gossip in the
Workplace
Hypothesis
Farley, Timme and Hart (2010) examined “the perceptions of gossipers in a
workplace setting,” with a focus on “individuals’ perceptions of the interpersonal wants
and needs of female coworkers identified as either high or low gossipers” (p. 363). The
researchers hypothesized that high gossipers would score higher on all subscales of the
Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orientation-Behavior (FIRO-B) than low gossipers,
“with the exception of the wanted control subscale” (Farley et al., 2010, p. 364).
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Participants
The sample consisted of 129 students from Albright College in Reading,
Pennsylvania. The participants had a mean age of 40 (M=40). Of the 129, 87 (n=87)
completed all 54 items of the FIRO-B. Although the questionnaire consisted of
demographic items such as participant age and gender, the researchers did not report the
subjects’ ethnic background or educational level.
Procedures
The 129 students were recruited via email to participate in an online survey.
Instructions on how to access the questionnaire on Survey Monkey were provided to
those who volunteered to complete the survey. Participants were asked to “think of a
female coworker who frequently or rarely contributes negative information about other
people during conversation” (Farley et al., 2010, p. 365) and to evaluate the target
individual using a modified version of the FIRO-B. Upon completion of the survey,
participants were debriefed and thanked for their participation.
Instrumentation
The Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orientation-Behavior (FIRO-B) was
modified and used to assess participants’ perceptions of the target female coworker. In
addition, the questionnaire consisted of demographic information (participant age and
gender). The FIRO-B consists of 54 items evenly divided among 6 subscales. The
subjects responded to each item using a five-point Likert scale (1=never, 5=usually),
“giving each subscale a range of 9 to 45 when summated” (Farley et al., 2010, p. 364).
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Results
Farley et al. (2010) discovered that high gossipers were rated as needing more
control than were low gossipers (p < .001). Additionally, raters perceived high gossipers
as wanting others to control them less than low gossipers (p = .01). Contrary to the
researchers’ hypothesis, high gossipers were rated as less emotionally close than low
gossipers (p = .06). There were no other statistically significant effect or interaction
found. Because the field of early childhood education predominately consists of women
and women are typically given the reputation of gossiping, it is crucial to have a baseline
of what the literature reveals about the perceptions of women who gossip. The next study
explores the effects of generalized and interpersonal trust on workplace gossip
specifically pertaining to engaging in positive or negative gossip about managers.
Talking About the Boss: Effects of Generalized and Interpersonal Trust on
Workplace Gossip
Hypothesis
In two studies Ellwardt, Wittek, and Wielers (2012), investigated trust as an
antecedent of positive and negative gossip about managers in a workplace environment.
The researchers tested three hypotheses in Study One and four in Study Two. In Study
One, the researchers hypothesized that the lower an employee’s level of trust was in
management, the higher the negative gossip would be spread about managers (Hypothesis
1a) and lower positive gossip would be spread (Hypothesis 1b). Further, Hypothesis 1c
predicted that the less an employee trusted management and the higher they trusted
colleagues, “the more negative gossip an employee will spread about managers”
(Ellwardt et al., 2012, p. 526).
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Study Two examined the effect of interpersonal trust on gossip. It was
hypothesized that the friendlier the relationship was between an employee and the
manager, the less likely the employee would engage in negative gossip about the manager
(Hypothesis 2a). Additionally, employees who had frequent contact with the manager
would be less likely to begin gossip about the manager than employees who infrequently
came in contact with the manager (Hypothesis 2b). Furthermore, negative gossip
regarding the manager would occur more frequently among employees who had friendly
relationships as opposed to employees who did not (Hypothesis 2c). Finally, the
researchers hypothesized that low generalized trust in managers would increase “the
likelihood that employees will spread gossip about management but not about their direct
supervisor” (Ellwardt et al., 2012, p. 529).
Participants
The sample in Study One consisted of 144 employees in a Dutch nonprofit
organization. The participants were 73% female and 20% were managers with a mean
age of 41.48 years (M=41.48). Of the 144 subjects, 94.4% worked part-time, working
fewer than 36 hours per week. The average employee held a degree in higher education
and “had been working in the organization for 8.58 years” (Ellwardt et al., 2012, p. 531).
The participants were from different departments across the organization including
General/Management, Ambulant Care/Foster Care, Daycare and Children’s Home.
In Study Two the researchers collected data from two organization sites. The two
sites were referred to as “Blue Site” and “Orange Site.” The sample consisted of 29
employees from each site. The mean age of the participants at the Blue Site was 35.79
years (M=35.79) and 38.57 years (M=38.57) at the Orange Site. The participants were
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100% female at the Blue Site, and all but one were female at the Orange Site. Sixty
percent of the subjects were social workers at the Blue Site and 40% at the Orange Site.
Procedures
The two part study took place at a medium-sized Dutch nonprofit organization in
spring of 2008. The organization was a regional institution in the field of childcare
comprised of approximately 650 employees among 15 sites across one region of the
Netherlands. The target student population consisted of children with social,
psychological, and physical challenges. Study One tested the degree to which
“generalized trust in management and colleagues affects the employees’ inclination to
gossip about managers” (Ellwardt et al., 2012, p. 529). A random sample of employees
and managers were issued an employee survey limited to self-reported scale measures.
Study Two investigated how interpersonal trust among employees in the gossip triad
determined gossip about the site manager and “the relationship between generalized and
interpersonal trust in managers” (Ellwardt et al., 2012, p. 530). The researchers
employed a social networks study at two different sites using sociometric measures to test
for Study Two. To ensure anonymity, lap top computers were installed at each site so
employees could complete the self-administered interview. Each employee received an
invitation via email with a personal login and password to the study’s website. Both sites
were “special kindergartens and identical in terms of hierarchy, number of employees,
and workflow” (Ellwardt et al., 2012, p. 530).
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Instrumentation
An adapted version of the Tendency to Gossip at the Workplace Scale was used in
Study One to identify an employee’s tendency to gossip about managers. Participants
were asked whether they “sometimes talked positively or negatively about any manager
in the organization” (Ellwardt et al., 2012, p. 531). The scale consisted of three items
addressing positive gossip and four items targeting negative gossip. To measure trust at
work, the researchers used Cook and Wall’s (1980) two-dimensional scale on trust in
management and trust in colleagues. The researchers controlled for gender, formal
position, age, education, and tenure along with controlling for “positive gossip in the
model of negative gossip, and vice versa” (Ellwardt et al., 2012, p. 531).
Study Two assessed all measures via a sociometric design. Each employee at
both the Blue and Orange Site received a roster with the names of all their colleagues and
the site manager. For each colleague, employees were asked “questions about gossiping
and their interpersonal trust relationships, operationalized as friendly relationships and
frequent communication contacts” (Ellwardt et al., 2012, p 536).
Results
Study One found a significant difference for trust in management among the
different departments within the organization (p < .05). Trust was highest in the
General/Management department and lowest in both the Children’s Home and Ambulant
Care/Foster Care departments. Additionally, Ellwardt et al. (2012) discovered that
engagement in negative gossip increased when generalized trust in management was low
(p < .001). On the contrary, trust in management increased positive gossip (p < .01).
Both findings supported the prediction that the lower an employee trusted management,
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the more negative gossip would be spread (Hypothesis 1a) and the lower an employee’s
level of trust in management, the less positive gossip would be spread about managers
(Hypothesis1b). With regard to Hypothesis 1c, the researchers found a significant
association between trust in colleagues increasing the employee’s frequency of negative
gossip about managers (p < .01). Moreover, low trust in management combined with
high trust in colleagues increased negative gossip (p < .05).
The results of Study Two revealed that at both sites (Blue and Orange), 28 out of
29 employees engaged in gossip about their site manager (Ellwardt et al., 2012). About
50% of the gossip at the Blue Site was negative whereas, 12% of the gossip was negative
at the Orange Site. On average, employees gossiped with three colleagues at the Blue
Site and two colleagues at the Orange Site.
With regard to the hypothesis’ tested in Study Two, the results supported
hypothesis 2a at the Blue Site. At the Blue Site, researchers found that employees who
had a friendly relationship with their site manager, at the Blue Site, were less likely to
engage in negative gossip about the manager (p < .05). There was a nonsignificant effect
at the Orange Site because the content of the gossip was more positive in that
environment. Partial support was found for Hypothesis 2b, discovering that constant
contact with the manager at the Blue Site decreased the likelihood of employees
gossiping about their manager (p < .001); there was a nonsignificant effect found at the
Orange Site. The results supported Hypothesis 2c, finding a significant association
between a friendly relationship amid two employees predicting engagement in gossip
about managers. This was only regarded at the Blue Site (p < .001). Ellwardt et al.
(2012) also disclosed support on cross-level effects in Hypothesis 3. Hypothesis 3 which
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predicted that an employee’s generalized trust in managers “is independent of the
inclination to spread gossip about a particular manager, such as a direct supervisor”
(Ellwardt et al., 2012, p. 542). The researchers revealed that generalized trust in
management “did not affect an employee’s tendency to gossip about the site manager at
either site” (Ellwardt et al., 2012, p. 542).
The findings suggests that the less an employee trusts their management, the
likelier the employee will engage in negative gossip about management. Furthermore,
low trust in management combined with high trust among colleagues increased the
likelihood of negative gossip. Knowing trust affects an individual’s chances of engaging
in negative gossip about a manager, what else may elicit one’s engagement in negative
and positive gossip? Does relationship ties in the workplace effect the inclination to
engage in positive and negative gossip?
A Social Network Analysis of Positive and Negative Gossip in Organizational Life
Hypothesis
Grosser, Lopez-Kidwell, and Labianca (2010) explored how “employees’
propensity to engage in positive and negative gossip is driven by their underlying
relationship ties” (p.177). The researchers composed three research questions aiming to
explore the engagement:
1. Does positive and negative gossip travel in the same way through different
types of social network ties?
2. Does an employee’s network structure beyond the dyadic level affect the
extent to which the employee engages in positive or negative gossip?

15

3. What, if any, benefits or liabilities does an individual derive from
participating in organizational gossip in terms of supervisor-rated performance
and peer-rated informal influence? (Grosser et al., 2010, p. 178)
Participants
The sample consisted of 30 full-time employees from a company specializing in
food and animal safety product manufacturing and sales in the Midwestern United States.
Of the 30 participants, 57% were female and 23% were supervisors. The participants had
a mean age of M=45.9 years and an average tenure of 3.2 years. The ethnic background
of the employees was White/Caucasian.
Procedures and Instrumentation
Data was collected at the branch office of a medium-sized company in October
2007. Prior to data collection, the researchers conducted a series of semi-structured
interviews with “employees within the organization regarding their general workplace
satisfaction” (Grosser et al., 2010, p. 187). Respondents spontaneously declared the
ubiquity of gossip that occurred within the organization. As a result, the researchers
determined this particular organization to be well suited for the study.
A combination of psychometric and sociometric data was collected by means of a
survey in order to answer the research questions and obtain an understanding the role of
gossip plays in organizational life. Psychometric data was collected to “assess individual
opinions and perceptions” whereas sociometric data was collected to “assess the
expressive friendship and required instrumental workflow ties of each respondent”
(Grosser et al., 2010, p. 188). Each participant was issued a roster of all employees at the
branch office and asked to identify each coworker they regularly interact with. In
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addition, supplementary questions pertaining to each coworker listed were asked. To
address supervisor-rated performance, supervisors were provided with a separate survey
rating employees’ performance on a 7-item scale using a 5-point Likert-type scale. In
order to rule out potential alternate explanations, the study included a set of control
variables (gender, age, education, tenure, department affiliation, and rank).
Results
Grosser et al. (2010) found that two individuals who share only a workflow
relationship engaged in positive gossip (p < .01) and not negative gossip (p > .10).
Additionally, two individuals who shared both a workflow and friendship relationship
typically engaged in both positive and negative gossip (p < .05). Furthermore, it was
discovered that employees who neither had a friendship nor a workflow tie but rather an
acquaintance tie neither shared negative nor positive gossip (p < .05). These findings
suggest that the strength of the relationship among coworkers influences the transmission
of both positive and negative gossip.
With regard to an employee’s network structure affecting the extent to which the
employee engaged in positive or negative gossip, the study discovered a statistically
significant relationship between “structural embeddedness in the friendship network and
negative gossip” (p < .01) (Grosser et al., 2010, p. 199). This finding suggests that high
levels of trust developed among third party friendships increases the likelihood of
negative gossip communication. When addressing one’s participation in organizational
gossip in terms of supervisor-rated performance and peer-rated informal influence, there
was no significant relationship between negative or positive gossip and supervisorreported performance (p > .10, p > .10). Due to the lack of a significant relationship
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between total gossip and performance, the researchers conducted a series of poc hoc
analyses to “examine the effects of total gossip network size on the outcomes of
performance and influence” (Grosser et al., 2010, p. 201). The first post hoc analysis
discovered a significantly negative relationship between total gossip and supervisor-rated
performance (p < .06) suggesting the more an employee gossips the lower supervisors
rate that particular employee’s performance. The second post hoc analysis found a
significantly positive relationship between total gossip and influence (p < .01) implying
the more an employee gossips “the more informal influence that employee’s peers
attribute to the person” (Grosser et al., 2010, p. 201). Now that we know both trust and
network ties effects both the engagement and transmission of positive and negative
gossip, who are the objects of positive and negative gossip in the workplace?
Who are the Objects of Positive and Negative Gossip at Work? A Social Network
Perspective on Workplace Gossip
Hypothesis
Ellwardt, Labianca, and Wittek (2012) investigated who the objects of positive
and negative gossip were in the workplace. The researchers developed and tested five
hypothesis. The first hypothesis stated, “gossip senders are more likely to spread positive
gossip about a colleague from the sender’s work group than a colleague from outside the
work group” (Ellwardt et al., 2012, p. 195). Secondly, Ellwardt et al. (2012)
hypothesized the opposite, that “gossip senders are more likely to spread negative gossip
about a colleague from the sender’s work group than a colleague from outside the work
group” (p. 196). Third, it was predicted that “the higher the social status of an employee
in the overall organizational network, the more likely this employee is to be the object of
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positive gossip” (Ellwardt et al., 2012, p. 197). Moreover, it was hypothesized that the
lower the social status of an employee, the likelier the employee would be an object of
negative gossip. Finally, the researchers hypothesized “negative gossip in organizational
networks is concentrated on a small number of objects (scapegoats)” (Ellwardt et al.,
2012, p.197).
Participants
The sample consisted of 30 female employees from one site within a mediumsized Dutch non-profit organization. The employees’ occupation ranged from social
workers, behavioral scientists, therapists, medical doctors, and administrative staff. The
mean age of the 30 employees was M=38.94 years. On average, the participants had been
working in the organization for 7 ½ years (M=7.46 years).
Procedures and Instrumentation
Ellwardt et al. (2012) did not report the procedure behind selecting a Dutch nonprofit organization as the location setting but noted that the site was an ideal size for the
study “because there were enough employees for network analyses” (p. 198). At this
particular site, the organization was divided among seven teams of employees. The
teams varied in size having between three and eight employees on a team that worked
together to treat and support children.
The researchers collected data through self-administered computer-based
questionnaires. Of the 36 employees at the site, only 30 completed the survey. The
employees were provided a roster of the names of all 36 employees that worked at the
site and were asked to “indicate from whom they had received gossip during the last 3
months, and about whom they had received that gossip” (Ellwardt et al., 2012, p, 198).
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Results
Ellwardt et al. (2012) found a positive correlation between positive gossip and
group membership (p < 0.01) implying that employees tended to gossip positively about
individuals in their work group. In addition, the study revealed a significant correlation
between “negative gossip being spread about members of the gossip sender’s own group”
(p < 0.05) (Ellwardt et al., 2012, p. 200). Results showed that employees will positively
gossip about colleagues within their work group rather than a colleague from outside the
work group (p < 0.001) supporting the first hypothesis. Furthermore, results showed that
employees will spread negative gossip about a colleague within their work group rather
than a colleague outside of the gossip sender’s work group (p < 0.05) supporting the
second hypothesis. With regard to the third hypothesis, the results failed to support that
“employees high in social status in the overall organizational network are likely to be the
objects of positive gossip” (p > 0.05) (Ellwardt et al., 2012, p. 200). However, it was
found that employees high in status were more likely to spread gossip than those lower in
status (p < 0.01). Employees low in status were found to mostly likely be the objects of
negative gossip (p < 0.01). Finally, Ellwardt et al. (2012) affirmed there was a tendency
for “a larger number of employees to gossip negatively about a very small number of
colleagues” (p < 0001) (p. 202).
The findings of the study showed that employees were more likely to gossip
either positively or negatively about members of their work group as opposed to
colleagues outside of the work group. Additionally, employees who were higher in status
were more likely to spread gossip than those lower in status. Knowing gossip typically
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pertains to members of the workplace and both trust and network ties may affect an
individual’s engagement in the behavior; why do people gossip? The final study explores
the social motives for gossip.
Why People Gossip: An Empirical Analysis of Social Motives, Antecedents and
Consequences
Hypothesis
Beersma and Van Van Kleef (2012) executed three studies that aimed to
contribute to the quantitative empirical research on the social motives for gossip. Study
One examined why people gossip testing the idea that “gossip may serve different social
motives, depending on the situation” (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012, p. 2645). The
researchers presented scenarios to the participants in Study Two in order to test two
hypothesis. It was hypothesized that when a conversation partner is a member of the
same group, individuals are more inclined to instigate gossip, “especially when the gossip
target violates a group norm” (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012, p. 2650). On the other hand,
when the conversation partner is not a group member, “the distinction between gossiping
about norm-violating and non-norm-violating behavior will be less apparent” (Beersma &
Van Kleef, 2012, p. 2651). The second hypothesis in Study Two stated, “the groupprotection motive will be more strongly related to the tendency to instigate gossip when
the gossip target violates a group norm and the conversation partner is a member of the
same group than in the other conditions” (Beersma & Van Kleff, 2012, p. 2651).
Beersma and Van Kleef (2012) hypothesized that,
when one believes that someone else is gossiping to protect the group, it will be
seen as more social and less immoral and is less likely to be disapproved,
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particularly when the other person instigates gossip about norm-violating
behavior and one is a member of the same group. In this specific condition, the
group-protection motive will be most salient. (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012, p.
2657)
Participants
Study One included 221 undergraduate students at the University of Amsterdam.
Of the 221, 160 were females and 61 males with a mean age of 21 years old. The
students participated in the study for course credits. The ethnic background of the
students was not reported in the study. Study Two consisted of the same 221 participants
from Study One with a time delay of 1 week between the two studies. Study Three
consisted of 123 undergraduate students at the University of Amsterdam. Of the 123
students, 71 % were female with the mean age of 21 years old. The ethnic background of
the subjects was not included in the study.
Procedures
The participants in Study One were given a booklet with instructions to the study.
The participants were asked to think about the last occasion they instigated a
conversation with someone about another person that was not present. They were then
instructed to think of the reasons why they had instigated the conversation previously
described. Once completed, the participants were then asked to complete the Motives to
Gossip Questionnaire the researchers developed for the study. Upon completion, the
participants were thanked for their time and were informed that they would be fully
debriefed after they participated in Study Two.
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The participants in Study Two were “randomly assigned to the conditions of a 2
(Target Behavior: norm violation vs. no norm violation) X 2 (Conversation Partner:
colleague vs. friend) full factorial design” (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012, p. 2651). They
were given a booklet with instructions each participant read individually. Participants
were asked to imagine they were employees at a bar. The first page of the booklet
contained a scenario that introduced both the manipulation of the target behavior and the
manipulation of the relationship with the conversation partner. After the participants read
the scenario, “they indicated the extent to which they would be inclined to instigate
gossip” (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012, p. 2652). Thereafter, the participants completed
the Motives to Gossip Questionnaire “with specific reference to the scenario they just
read” (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012, p, 2652) in order to assess to what extent each of the
four gossip motives (to influence others negatively; to inform; to enjoy; and to maintain
group norms) were related to the tendency to initiate gossip in the four different
scenarios. Finally, the researchers debriefed the participants about the purpose of Study
One and Study Two, thanked the participants for their time, and were given course credit.
Participants in Study Three were also “randomly assigned to the conditions of a 2
(Target Behavior: norm violation vs. no norm violation) X 2 (Conversation Partner:
workgroup member vs. friend) full-factorial design” (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012, p.
2657). The participants were given a booklet with instructions with the first page
consisting of a scenario they each read individually. In order to avoid “monooperationalization bias” the researchers used a different scenario than what was used in
Study Two (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012, p. 2658). The participants were asked to
imagine meeting someone on the tram stop after a lecture at the university and were
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given a descriptive scenario involving gossip. Like in Study Two, the researchers
manipulated the relationship with the conversation partner and the behavior of the gossip
target. Once the scenario was read, participants were asked to what extent they felt the
behavior of the person they met on the tram stop was social, sympathetic, and sociable.
In addition, they were asked to what extent they felt the behavior was immoral, asocial,
mean, unfriendly, and reprehensible. They were also asked whether they would show
disapproval of the gossiping behavior. Thereafter, participants completed the Motives to
Gossip Questionnaire specifically referencing the scenario in order to measure the extent
to which the gossiping behavior was related to the four different gossip motives (to
influence others negatively; to inform; to enjoy; and to maintain group norms). Finally,
participants were debriefed by the researchers, thanked for their participation, and given
their course credit.
Instrumentation
In addition to sharing the most recent occasion in which the participant initiated a
conversation with someone about another person not present and listing the reasons for
the conversation, the subjects completed the Motives to Gossip Questionnaire in Study
One. The questionnaire was administered in Dutch. It included 22 items targeting four
motives for gossiping. The four motives were “(a) to influence others negatively; (b) to
inform; (c) to enjoy; and (d) to maintain group norms” (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012,
p.2644). The questionnaire contained 9 items measuring “information gathering and
validation”, 5 items measuring “social enjoyment”, 5 items measuring “negative
influence”, and 3 items measuring “group protection” (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012, p.
2646). The responses to the questionnaire were rated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging
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from “1 (completely disagree) to 7 (completely agree)” (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012,
p.2646). This same questionnaire developed by the researchers was used in Study Two.
The participants were specifically asked “to report on the extent to which a specific
reason to talk with the person at the bus stop would play a role for them in the scenario
they had read” (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012, p. 2652).
To measure how the participants perceived the gossip behavior in the scenario in
Study Three, the participants rated the behavior on three scales: social, sympathetic, and
sociable. The three items were rated on a 7-point scale ranging from “1 (not at all) to 7
(very much)” (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012, p. 2658). The researchers used five items
(immoral, asocial, mean, unfriendly, and reprehensible) to measure how the participants
felt the gossip behavior was at the tram stop. The five items were rated on the same 7point scale as above. Finally, the researchers used three items in order to measure the
extent to which the participants disapproved of the gossiping behavior. The questions
were:
1. How likely is it that you would show disapproval about the fact that Hennie’s
behavior is being discussed?
2. How likely is it that you would tell the other person that you think Hennie’s
behavior shouldn’t be discussed?
3. How likely is it that you would tell the other person that you disapprove
talking about Hennie? (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012, p. 2659)
In order to measure the motives to gossip, the researchers used the same 22-item
questionnaire used in Studies One and Two. For Study Three, the participants were
specifically asked “to indicate the extent to which a specific motive may have been a
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reason for the person on the tram stop to instigate gossip” (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012,
p. 2659).
Results
Beersma and Van Kleef (2012) ran a factor analysis to reveal that the four
motives (to influence others negatively; to inform; to enjoy; and to maintain group
norms) to gossip derived from previous literature were indeed empirically distinguished.
Moreover, a repeated measures ANOVA analysis revealed that “information gathering
and validation was seen as a more important reason to gossip than was social enjoyment”
(p < .001) (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012, p. 2648). Further, social enjoyment was
reported as more important than group protection (p < .001). Finally, an individual
wanting to gossip as a means to protect the group against harmful behaviors did not differ
in importance from an individual who might gossip to manipulate and influence others in
some malicious way (p = .31, ns) (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012, p. 2648).
As in Study One, Beersma and Van Kleef (2012) ran repeated-measures ANOVA
to test the relative importance of the four motives as rated by the participants. The
analysis revealed that the four motives were seen as differentially important (p < .001).
Post hoc tests showed that gathering information about a person whom one gossips about
and determining whether or not others share the same opinion of the person was a more
important motive to gossip than to gossip for satisfaction and amusement (p < .001).
Further, social enjoyment was seen as a more important reason to gossip than was group
protection (p < .001). Finally, group protection “did not differ in importance from
negative influence” (p < 1, ns) (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012, p. 2653).

26

Results of Study Two found that participants reported “to be more strongly
inclined to instigate gossip about norm-violating behavior than about non-norm-violating
behavior” (p < .001). (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012, p. 2654). When participants were
given the opportunity to gossip with a colleague, they reported to being more inclined to
gossip about norm-violating behavior than non-norm-violating behavior (p < .001).
When participants were given the opportunity to gossip with a friend, the study found no
significance to instigating gossip between norm-violating behavior and non-normviolating behavior (p < .43). With regard to hypothesis 2, the group-protection motive (to
protect the group and its norms against harmful behavior) was “more strongly correlated
with the self-reported tendency to instigate gossip in the colleague norm-violation
condition than in the other conditions” (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012, p. 2656). Further,
the study found that the motives to gather information about an individual and to certify
similar opinions about the individual were more strongly related to the self-reported
tendency to instigate gossip when given an opportunity to gossip with a colleague about
norm-violating behaviors about other colleagues in the group (p < .002) (Beersma & Van
Kleef, 2012).
The researchers performed a Fisher’s r-to-z test in Study Three and found in the
workgroup member/norm violation condition, the more participants believed the person
at the tram stop (in the scenario) instigated gossip as a means to protect the group, the
more they viewed gossiping as social (r = .53). Additionally, in the same condition
(workgroup member/norm violation), the more participants believed the person instigated
gossip as a means to protect the group, the less they viewed the gossip as immoral (r = .37). Finally, Beersma and Van Kleef (2012) found a positive and significant correlation
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between “gossiping to protect one’s group and showing disapproval across all conditionswith the exception of the workgroup-member/norm-violation condition” (p < .001) (p.
2661). Thus, in general, gossip that is attributed to a group protection motive elicits
disapproval, except for in the condition that “one is gossiped to by a group member about
another group member’s norm-violating behavior” (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012, p.
2661).
Summary of Literature Review
The review of the literature on the analysis of positive and negative gossip, the
targets of positive and negative gossip, and the social motives to gossip underscores the
importance of distinguishing between positive and negative gossip in a workplace setting.
Specifically, in a field that is predominately female, it may be beneficial to investigate the
topics of gossip in early childhood settings to determine if the behavior is ubiquitous or
an intentional form of communication benefiting children, staff, administration, and the
environment. As literature on the motives to gossip indicated the most important motive
to gossip was to convey, gather, and validate information and the least important motive
was to manipulate and influence others in a malicious way (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012).
If administration and staff in early childhood settings are not informed or misunderstand
the reasoning and motives behind gossip, will it potentially harm relationships and the
culture of the work environment? How can we identify if gossip in early childhood
settings is positive or negative and if there are any potential benefits to the gossip so that
the behavior can be appropriately addressed?
Chapter Three will discuss the sample, methods, and instrumentation used in the
present study to examine the most common responses that graduate students reported on
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the content, context, and conditions of gossip in early childhood settings. The present
study utilized a questionnaire in order to gain a qualitative understanding of the current
experiences early childhood educators encounter with gossip.

29

CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
If gossip could be identified as either being positive or negative in early childhood
settings, early childhood educators could potentially distinguish between the ubiquity of
gossip and the functional use of communication. Given the combined results of the
aforementioned literature (Farley et al., 2010; Ellwardt et al., 2012; Grosser et al., 2010;
Ellwardt et al., 2012; Beersma & Kleef, 2012) a questionnaire was developed to
investigate graduate students perceptions and experiences of gossip in early childhood
settings. This chapter describes the participants and instrumentation used to evaluate
gossip in the workplace and to learn more about the students’ encounter with gossip
particularly in early childhood settings.
Participants
The participants included 22 female graduate students enrolled in an early
childhood education program at California State University Northridge. All participants
were first year graduate students. In addition to the participants, there was also a
teaching assistant present who did not participate. The questionnaire was distributed to
the students at the end of a regularly scheduled Issues and Theories in Early Childhood
Education class session.
The majority of the participants (n=11, 50%) classified themselves as MexicanAmerican/Latin-American/Mexican/Latina/Guatemalan-American. The remaining
participants identified themselves as White/Caucasian (n=4, 18%), African
American/Black (n=2, 9%), Armenian/Middle Eastern (n=2, 9%), Irish/German (n=1,
5%), Jewish (n=1, 5%), and Korean (n=1, 5%). The mean age of the graduate students
was M=27 years. Additionally, 50% (n=11) of the participants reported speaking two
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languages, 36 % (n=8) spoke one language, and 14% (n=3) spoke three languages. A
majority of the participants were either a teacher (co-teacher, preschool teacher, or lead
teacher) or a teacher assistant (Table 3.1), 55% of which having been in the field for 2-5
years (Table 3.2).
Table 3.1
Occupation of Participants

Occupation

Number of Participants in Occupation

Teacher (co-teacher/lead
teacher/preschool teacher)

7 (32%)

Teacher Assistant

7 (32%)

Behavior Therapist/Technician

3 (14%)

Administration
(Director or Supervisor)

2 (9%)

Child Care Worker

1 (5%)

Volunteer

1 (5%)

Not Applicable

1 (5%)

Table 3.2
Years of Experience Early Childhood Education
Years in ECE

Number of Participants

1 year or less

4 (18%)

2-5 years

12 (55%)

6-10 years

4 (18%)

11+ years

2 (9%)
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Procedure
A convenience sample of 22 graduate students were recruited to participate in the
study. To avoid variability, the researcher began with a formal introduction/explanation
of the study prior to distributing the questionnaire (Appendix A). Following the
introduction, the participants completed the Getting the Gossip questionnaire consisting
of 18 questions (Appendix B). Upon completion of the questionnaire, participants were
thanked for their participation and the researcher provided cookies and chocolates as a
symbol of gratitude. On average, the graduate students took about 15-20 minutes to
complete the questionnaire.
Instrumentation
Prior to administering the Getting the Gossip questionnaire (Appendix B), the
researcher pilot tested an earlier version of the questionnaire among graduate students, in
the same program as the participants, but 2 years further along in their studies (Appendix
C). Modifications were made to the original questionnaire such as an inclusion of a
definition of gossip and word clarification.
The resulting questionnaire that was administered to the 22 participants consisted
of a total of 18 questions (Appendix B). Questions 1 through 4 were based on a Likert
scale (0-25%; 26-50%; 51-75%; 76-100%) to determine the percentage of gossip on the
following topics: children, parents, coworkers, and administration/administrators.
Question 5 identified the setting in which gossip was either observed or experienced by
the participant and how often it occurred. Questions 6 and 7 asked participants to
identify the potential purpose gossip served and if they thought the purposes were being
accomplished. Question 8 asked participants to think about a time when they were either
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a target of gossip or initiated gossip and to describe the experience in as much detail as
possible. More specifically, they were asked to include who was involved, the content of
the gossip, where it took place, when it occurred, and the outcome. Question 9 and 10
asked participants to list the liabilities and potential benefits of gossip were in an early
childhood setting. Question 11 asked the participants to define gossip. Question 12
asked participants to provide potential suggested strategies a potential preschool program
director may use if gossip was a workplace issue. Questions 13 through 18 pertained to
demographic information such as the participant’s age, years in early childhood
education, current job title/position, languages spoke, cultural background, and the
primary age group of the children served.
Data Management
In the final version of the Getting the Gossip questionnaire (Appendix B) that was
administered to the graduate students, respondents were asked about the percentage of
gossip regarding children, parents, coworkers, and administration/administrators in early
childhood settings. Unfortunately, the overall percentage among the four different topics
added up to well beyond 100% due to asking participants to select one of the four
options: a. 0-25%; b. 26-50%; c. 51-75%; or d. 76-100% for the first four questions on
the questionnaire (Appendix B). Therefore, if a participant selected c. 51-75% the
resulting percentage would equal to well over 100%. To correct this error, the
percentages were converted to a simple score of level of frequency: from low to high 12-3-4: 1 would be 0-25%; 2 would be 26-50%; 3 would be 51-75%; and 4 would be 76100%. In this way, the results may display overlapping domains among the topics due to
the conversion. The next chapter will describe the result of the questionnaire.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS
Determining the content, context, and conditions of gossip in early childhood
settings described in the previous chapter is the purpose of this study. This chapter
reviews the data collected from the Getting the Gossip questionnaire (Appendix B). In
order to maintain participant anonymity, no names or other identifying information were
collected from the participants. With regard to how the data was coded, the researcher
read the responses to the questionnaire several times in order to identify underlying
patterns. After multiple readings of the data, the researcher consolidated reoccurring
themes that conveyed a similar message or meaning. For example, a phrase such as
“classroom behavior” or “behavior problems” were grouped under “behavior” for
determining the most frequently cited topics being gossiped about children in early
childhood settings. The themes that emerged as a result of the questionnaire are reported
in the next several sections of this chapter.
The first section of this chapter reveals the percentages of gossip regarding
children, parents, coworkers, and administration/administrator. In addition, the first
section will also report the most frequent cited topics related to children, parents,
coworkers, and administration/administrator that are gossiped in early childhood settings.
The second section reveals the settings in which gossip is taking place in early childhood
settings and the third section will identify the potential purposes gossip serves. The
fourth section presents personal narratives from the participants and their experiences
with gossip in early childhood settings. The fifth section discusses the liabilities of
gossip followed by the participants’ thoughts on the potential benefits of gossip. The
second to last section will reveal the participants’ definition of gossip. The final section
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reviews suggested strategies the participants might use if they were a program director
knowing gossip was an issue at their early childhood program or center.
Percentage of Gossip About Children
The first question on the Getting the Gossip questionnaire (Appendix B) asked the
early childhood education graduate students, “What percentage of gossip is about
children?” Participants were instructed to circle one of the four options: a. 0-25%; b. 2650%; c. 51-75%; or d. 76-100%. As discussed in the previous chapter, the percentages
were converted to a simple score of level of frequency from low to high 1-2-3-4; 1 being
0-25%; 2 being 26-50%; 3 being 51-75%; and 4 being 76-100%. The results of the
responses are displayed below (Figure 4.1). Given the Likert scale (0-25%; 26-50%; 5175%; 76-100%), 36% (n=8) of participants recorded that 26-50% of gossip pertained to
children. Additionally, 27% (n=6) reported that 0-25% of gossip was about children.
Furthermore, 18% (n=4) of the participants reported that 51-100% of gossip was about
children. Once an answer was selected, participants were asked to state the topics that
are often included regarding children. Of the 22 students, 91% (n=20) of responses
ranged from 1-6 different topics about children. Although students had a variety of
responses to this question, the two most frequent responses that represented the different
topics students gossiped about regarding children were “behavior” (n=17, 77%) and
“parents” (n=6, 27%). The next most frequent cited topics were “something interesting
they did during the day” (n=3, 14%) and “friendships” (n=3, 14%). Outliers included
“temperament,” “academics,” “developmental abilities,” and “guessing at potential
diagnosis.”
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Figure 4.1 Percentage of Gossip about Children
Percentage of Gossip About Parents
The second question asked students, “What percentage of gossip is about
parents?” Similar to the first question, students were asked to select on of four responses:
a. 0-25%; b. 26-50%; c. 51-75%; or d. 76-100%. The results are of participant responses
are displayed below (Figure 4.2). Using the same Likert scale to code gossip about
children, gossip regarding parents revealed slightly different results. Of the 22
participants, 27% (n=6) reported that 0-25% of gossip was about parents. Similarly, 27%
(n=6) selected 26-50% of gossip regarded parents. Those that selected 51-75% made up
of 36% (n=8) of the participants, whereas, only 9% (n=2) marked that 76-100% of gossip
targeted parents. When asked to elaborate on specific topics being gossiped about
parents, 91% (n=20) responded with a range of 1-4 responses. Although the participants
reported a variety of topics gossiped regarding parents, the most frequent response was
“parenting practices” (n=12, 55%). The next most frequent response was about “parent
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behaviors” (n=9, 41%). Specific outliers included “parent knowledge,” “demands they
have for teaches,” and “how some parents are in denial if their child has some issues to be
addressed.”
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Figure 4.2 Percentage of Gossip about Parents
Percentage of Gossip About Coworkers
Of the 22 students, 41% (n=9) expressed that 26-50% of gossip was about
coworkers. Additionally, 27% (n=6) reported that 51-75% of gossip regarded coworkers.
Further, 18% (n=4) selected 0-25% and 14% (n=3) indicated that 76-100% of gossip
pertained to coworkers. The results of responses are illustrated below (Figure 4.3). With
regard to topics about coworkers, 95% (n=21) of the graduate students responded with a
range of 1-7 different responses about coworkers. The two most frequent topics about
coworkers were “teaching strategies/skills” (n=9, 41%) and “performance” (n=8, 36%).
The two next most frequent cited topics were “work ethic” (n=2, 9%) and
“communication styles” (n=2, 9%). Remaining outliers included “people we don’t like
and the things they do that annoy us,” “if we feel a teacher needs more support in one
37

area and how to do that, always positive gossip about co-worker,” and “difficulties
working with a specific co-worker.”
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Figure 4.3 Percentage of Gossip about Coworkers
Percentage of Gossip About Administration/Administrators
To the question “What percentage is about administration/administrators?” 41%
(n=9) reported that 0-25% of gossip pertained to administration/administrators.
Additionally, 27% (n=6) selected 26-50%. Further, 18% (n=4) circled 76-100% and 14%
(n=3) marked 51-75%. The results of responses are displayed below (Figure 4.4). When
asked to identify the topics regarding administration/administrators, 95% (n=21) of
participants responded with a range of 1-4 different topics. While the reported topics
varied, the majority of topics were equally categorized among the four most frequent
topics: addressing a problem, administrator performance, program management, and
decision-making. Of the 22 graduate students, 18% (n=4) responded with one of the four
responses previously listed. Outstanding outliers included “director favoritism for a
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specific teacher,” “work not included in job description,” “advocating for teachers,” and
“lack of professionalism.”
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Figure 4.4 Percentage of Gossip about Administration/Administrators
Settings Gossip is Taking Place
With regard to the setting where gossip took place in early childhood programs,
Table 4.2 depicts the percentages of frequency for each setting. Of the 22 participants,
64% reported gossiping on the yard/outdoors several times a week or more.
Additionally, 59% noted they engaged in gossip in the “staff room/lunch room” “several
times a week or more.” Half of the participants recorded that they gossiped “several
times a week or more” in the “classroom.” Those that selected gossiping “in front of
children” as “several times a week or more” represented 32% of the participants.
Furthermore, 9% recorded “other” as the setting gossiped took place “several times a
week or more.” Finally, 5% of participants reported they engaged in gossip “off site or
via social media” “several times a week or more.”
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Settings Gossip Takes Place
Several Times a Week or More
(N=22)

64%

59%

50%
32%
9%

Yard-outdoors Staff room/
(n=14)
lunch (n=13)

Classroom
(n=11)

In front of
Other (n=2)
children (n=7)

5%
Off-site/social
media (n=1)

Figure 4.5 Settings Gossip Took Place Several Times a Week or More
Potential Purposes of Gossip
To the question “Thinking about the gossip, what potential purposes does it
serve?” all 22 participants responded with a range of 1-4 answers. The two most frequent
potential purposes gossip served were “legit concern/communication” (n=9, 36%) and
“vent/stress relief” (n=9, 36%). The next most frequently cited purpose was “to connect
with others” (n=4, 18%). Finally, the last most frequent response was “conversation
starter” (n=2, 9%). Outliers included “problem solving,” “perspective taking,” and
“entertainment.” While the responses were coded into the most frequent potential
purposes, three specific responses stood out to the researcher that will be further
discussed in the next chapter. These unique responses were: “I think there is a fine line
between discussion of legitimate concerns and gossip. Discussion can be healthy and
beneficial if done appropriately,” “The term gossip has a subjective implication. Having
an observation vs. a judgment is beneficial to sharing information,” and “Negative gossip
serves no purpose. Positive uplifting talk about children or job in general helps educators
reaffirm why they are working with children.”
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When asked, “Do you think these purposes were accomplished as a result of the
gossip?” as a follow up question to the above, 27% (n=6) of participants reported yes. Of
the participants who answered yes, responses included what seemed to be positive
remarks such as, “yes, because when we discuss children we are coming up with ideas on
how to resolve a problem or situation or how to better support children,” “yes, it is
important for teachers to share their insights about children,” and “yes, because I enjoyed
observing my babies and discussing their progress and growth.” Participants that felt the
purposes were not accomplished appeared to view gossip as a negative construct. Those
that responded no included statements such as, “no, because they will still feel the same
about the person they are gossiping about,” “typically no, gossip is usually negative and
does not accomplish a better understanding of an issue,” and “it ultimately ends up being
extremely divisive.”
Personal Experience with Gossip
Question 8 asked participants to “Think about a time where you were either a
target of gossip or initiated the gossip and in as much detail as possible describe.” The
question consisted of five follow up questions to reveal who was involved, what the
content was, where it took place, when it occurred, and the outcome. Of the 22
participants, 95% (n=21) responded to the question. Due to the wide range of responses,
three specific responses were selected for reporting and for further discussion in the
proceeding chapter (Table 4.3, Table 4.4, and Table 4.5).
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Table 4.1
Narratives about Gossip Participant A
Think about a time where you were
either a target of gossip or initiated the
gossip and in as much detail as possible
describe.

Participant A

a. Who was involved? Who (by job title)
was gossiping and who was the target? A
child, parent, coworker, administrator?

“Teachers were gossiping about admin”

b. What was the content of the gossip?

“Teacher’s felt admin expected too much
from them. Teachers felt overworked.”

c. Where did the gossip take place?

“At school. Staff lounge.”

d. When did the gossip occur (i.e. how long
ago? After a particular event?)

“A few months ago.”

e. What was the outcome if any?

“After many months, teachers finally spoke
to admin about their concerns.”

Table 4.2
Narratives about Gossip Participant B
Think about a time where you were
either a target of gossip or initiated the
gossip and in as much detail as possible
describe.
a. Who was involved? Who (by job title)
was gossiping and who was the target? A
child, parent, coworker, administrator?
b. What was the content of the gossip?
c. Where did the gossip take place?
d. When did the gossip occur (i.e. how long
ago? After a particular event?)
e. What was the outcome if any?

Participant B

“Three teachers gossiping about another
teacher.”
“The subject of the gossip is difficult to
work with, and the other teachers were
sharing stories/examples and venting
frustrating.”
“Text Message”
“Several weeks ago after one of the
teachers had to work with the other teacher
alone all day.”
“Release of frustration, and one teacher
chose to reach out to the director about it”
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Table 4.3
Narratives about Gossip Participant C
Think about a time where you were
either a target of gossip or initiated the
gossip and in as much detail as possible
describe.

Participant C

a. Who was involved? Who (by job title)
was gossiping and who was the target? A
child, parent, coworker, administrator?

“It was myself, my director, and lead
teacher talking about a child.”

b. What was the content of the gossip?

“A child who towards the end of the day
starts missing his mom and cries until he
talks to her on the phone.”

c. Where did the gossip take place?

“At the end of the day when all children
and parents were gone. Took place in the
classroom.”

d. When did the gossip occur (i.e. how long
ago? After a particular event?)

“Last Friday, took place after school at our
teacher meeting.”

e. What was the outcome if any?

“To meet with and talk with the mom to
see how she feels about picking up her
child a little earlier.”

Liabilities of Gossip
In the ninth question participants were asked, “What do you think are the
liabilities of gossip in an early childhood setting?” Of the 22 participants, 95% (n=21)
responded with different statements. The two most frequently reported liabilities of
gossip in early childhood settings were that children might overhear the gossip occurring
(n=8, 36%) and how gossip affects the work environment (n=6, 27%) because it “puts a
damper on the environment as a whole.” The next most frequent liability of gossip was
people acting on the negative gossip (n=4, 18%) creating “negative energy.” Further
outliers included “unprofessionalism,” “lack of communication,” and “divisive and
breech of confidentiality.” While the majority of participants felt the liabilities of gossip
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could either affect the environment or risk the chance of children hearing, they also
reported potential benefits to gossiping in an early childhood setting.
Potential Benefits of Gossip
After asking the participants about the liabilities of gossip in an early childhood
settings, they were then asked, “What do you think are the potential benefits of gossip in
an early childhood setting?” Of the 22 graduate students, 95% (n=21) responded to the
question. While participants had a variety of responses, most responses fit into one of
four common replies. The first two most frequent responses corresponded to being able
to vent frustrations (n=5, 23%) and, to the contrary, no benefits to gossip (n=5, 23%).
The next most frequently reported response referred to having a better understanding of
children and their behavior (n=3, 14%). The final frequent response to the potential
benefits of gossip in early childhood settings was that gossip allowed for new ideas to be
created that could help the school, children, families, and coworkers (n=2, 9%).
Definition of Gossip
To the question “What is your definition of gossip?” all 22 participants
responded. The most frequent definition of gossip was “talking about others behind their
backs” (n=11, 50%). One graduate student elaborated and stated, “anything said
negative, positive or neutral about an individual whom is not present in the
conversation.” The next most common definition of gossip was “to talk about people”
(n=7, 32%). This response differs from the first because the participants did not specify
in their statements that the person being talked about was not present. The final common
definition of gossip was “sharing of information” (n=2, 9%).
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Suggested Strategies
The last question on Getting the Gossip questionnaire (Appendix B) asked
participants “If you were a program director, and you knew that gossip was a problem,
what suggested strategies might you use? Why?” Of the 22 graduate students, 95%
(n=21) responded to the final question. The most frequently cited strategy was to have
meetings with the staff (n=10, 45%). The next most frequently suggested strategy was to
provide opportunities for team building (n=4, 18%) by means of team building exercises
or workshops. Another frequent suggested strategy to address gossip in early childhood
settings was to have cameras that record with audio (n=2, 9%), perhaps with the implied
meaning of surveillance. Outliers included having an “anonymous info box,” sending an
“anonymous questionnaire where one could share,” and suggesting “putting self in others
shoes.”
Summary of Results
Analysis of participants’ responses to the Getting the Gossip questionnaire
(Appendix B) indicated that behavior was the most frequently reported topic being
gossiped about in early childhood settings regarding children. Additionally, the most
frequently gossiped topic regarding parents was parenting practices. Furthermore, an
individual teacher’s strategies/skills was reported to be the highest gossiped topic
pertaining to coworkers. Finally, 18% (n=4) of students stated one the four topics
regarding administration/administrators as being the most gossiped topic: addressing a
problem, administrator performance, program management, and decision-making. With
regard to the setting gossip took place, 64% (n=14) recorded the highest frequency
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(several times/week or more) of gossip taking place on the yard/outdoors. The next
highest frequency of gossip took place in the staff room/lunch (n=13, 59%).
Results from participants’ responses to the potential purposes of gossip revealed
that the two most potential purposes of gossip in early childhood settings were to
communicate a legitimate concern and to vent/relieve stress. Although participants had a
variety of responses, the majority recorded the greatest liability of gossip was the
potential that children may overhear the gossip. Participants expressed an equal response
to the benefits of gossip in early childhood settings reporting that it allows an individual
to vent frustrations (n=5, 23%) while another 23% of participants stated that gossip had
no benefits. Half of the participants (n=11, 50%) conveyed the definition of gossip as
talking about other people behind their backs. Finally, 45% of participants proclaimed
that if they were a program director knowing gossip was an issue at their center or
program, they would conduct staff meetings as a suggested strategy to address the
behavior.
The following chapter will explain the results by describing the significance of the
most frequently cited responses and discuss implications and applications of the findings.
In addition, the next chapter will examine the potential limitations of the study as well as
suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The current study was designed to identify the content, context, and conditions of
gossip occurring in early childhood settings. Twenty-two first year Master of Arts Early
Childhood Education students were asked to complete the Getting the Gossip
questionnaire (Appendix B) about gossip in early childhood settings. All 22 graduate
students completed the questionnaire. This chapter will begin by discussing the results of
the current study in comparison to the literature review. Next, future implications and
applications for gossip in early childhood settings will be discussed. Finally, limitations
to the present study and potential future research will be presented.
Discussion
Gossip about Administration/Administrators
The review of research related to trust as an antecedent of negative gossip about
managers in a workplace environment suggested the less an employee trusts
management, the more likely they were to engage in negative gossip about management
(Ellwardt et al., 2012). In addition, low trust in management combined with high trust in
colleagues increased an employees’ engagement in negative gossip (Ellwardt et al.,
2012). Furthermore, employees who had a friendly relationship with their manager were
less likely to engage in negative gossip about the manager (Ellwardt et al., 2012).
The findings in the current study revealed the most frequently cited topics
gossiped about with regard to administration/administrators in early childhood settings
were the ways administrators addressed problems, an administrator’s performance, the
way the program was managed, and the decision-making that occurred on an
administrative level. Other participants reported they gossiped about how their director
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favored specific teachers, showed a lack of professionalism, and how an employee
performed work duties that were not included in their job description. As was shown in
Table 4.2, Participant B’s personal experience with gossip declared that teachers gossiped
about administration specifically and how they felt administrators had high expectations
leading to teachers feeling overworked. The findings suggest that the majority of the
participants discussed topics that appeared to be negative regarding
administration/administrators perhaps indicating that the participants had low trust in
administration/administrators. Findings from Ellwardt et al.’s (2012) study supported the
findings from the current study revealing that low trust in administration combined with
what seemed to be high trust among the teachers led to their engagement in negative
gossip about administration/administrators.
Positive Gossip in Early Childhood Settings
The review of research related to positive gossip suggested that the strength of the
relationship between coworkers determined the transmission of positive gossip among
employees in the workplace. Therefore, two coworkers who only have a workflow
relationship (a person someone is required to work with) typically engaged in positive
gossip and not negative gossip (Grosser et al., 2010). Additionally, Beersma and Van
Kleef (2012) found that the most important motive to gossip was to gather and validate
information (positive communication) while the motive to negatively influence another
individual was tied for the last reason to gossip (negative communication). The second
motive found to gossip was for social enjoyment (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012).
Therefore, while gossip is typically viewed as a deviant behavior, the aforementioned
studies support the idea that gossip can also be positive and could be used in a functional
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way to potentially benefit individuals and/or organizations. What people may perceive as
gossip in the workplace may in turn be a form of effective communication.
The present study investigated the different topics being gossiped about in early
childhood settings. As stated in Chapter Four, analyses of questionnaires identified
children’s behavior as the topic most frequently gossiped about in early childhood
settings. Additionally, the results revealed that the most frequently cited potential
purpose to gossip was to discuss a legitimate concern and to communicate information.
A respondent noted that gossip has a “subjective implication” that “having an observation
vs. a judgment is beneficial to sharing information” as a potential purpose of gossip.
Therefore, the tone of the message being delivered can impact the success of the delivery.
An individual objectively sharing information typically utilizes a more factual tone as
opposed to a more subjective or judgmental tone which may imply an individual did
something wrong. For example, Participant C’s (Table 4.3) personal experience with
gossip in an early childhood setting revolved around a child’s longing for a parent
towards the end of the school day. The discussion regarding the child’s behavior
involved the participant, a lead teacher, and the program director. The outcome of the
concern resulted in a meeting with the child’s mother to discuss the potential idea of
picking up the child earlier from school so the child was not distressed everyday.
While discussing children’s behavior may be a sensitive topic, the preceding
findings suggest that early childhood educators may often engage in effective
communication with one another regarding children in order to problem solve and make
appropriate accommodations for children. Therefore, as the research by Beersma and
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Van Kleef (2012) and the current study has shown, gathering and validating information
pertaining to children’s behavior is a strong motive to gossip.
Norm-Violation Behavior in Early Childhood Settings
Beersma and Van Kleef (2012) discovered that participants were more inclined to
instigate gossip about norm-violating behavior (a student in the work group was not
contributing as much to the group work as were the others) than non-norm-violating
behavior with a colleague. Furthermore, an individual’s tendency to instigate gossip
about norm-violating behavior was correlated to the motive of protecting the group and to
gather information (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2012). Could gossiping about norm-violating
behaviors as a means to protect a group of colleagues be a fundamental potential positive
use of gossip? Is this considered gossip or the act of sharing information observed by a
colleague regarding the actions of another colleague?
The findings in the present study revealed that the most frequently cited topics
gossiped about with regard to coworkers were related to the teaching strategies used,
skills, and job performance. Considering the findings from Beersma and Van Keelf’s
(2012) research, did the participants in the present study instigate gossip about a
coworker’s teaching strategies and performance because the coworkers violated a group
norm? When identifying the potential purposes of gossip in early childhood settings,
36% of the participants reported that venting and relieving stress was a potential purpose
to gossip. Furthermore, Participant B’s (Table 4.2) personal experience with gossip in an
early childhood setting involved three teachers gossiping about another teacher via text
message. The three teachers shared stories and examples with one another discussing
how the fourth teacher (gossip target) was difficult to work with. The outcome of the
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gossip was that the three teachers were able to release frustration and one teacher decided
to discuss the situation with the director. Did the teacher seek the director’s assistance in
order to address a potential norm violating behavior? Could there be a correlation to
gossiping about norm-violating behavior as a way of venting frustration and relieving
stress?
Implication and Application
The act of gossiping is typically assumed to be negative and malicious talk about
a person that is not present. In the current study, 50% of participants defined gossip as
“talking about others behind their backs.” However, is all gossip negative and does it
only pertain to people not present in the conversation? In the context of early childhood
settings, the present study found that not all topics gossiped about were necessarily
negative. Topics regarding children’s behavior provided participants with a better
understanding about children and their behavior. When asked if the potential purposes of
gossip were accomplished as a result of the gossip one student stated, “Yes, because
when we discuss children we are coming up with ideas on how to resolve a problem or
situation or how to better support children.” Additionally, another student reported,
“Yes, it is important for teachers to share their insights about children.” Therefore, early
childhood educators discuss children’s behaviors as a way to share information in order
to make collaborative decisions about the most effective ways to support their children.
While the present study found gossiping about children’s behavior to be a part of
a positive functional conversation among participants, participants also reported the
liabilities of gossip in early childhood settings that appeared to be negative, supporting
the common idea that gossip is a devious act. Of the 22 participants, 27% reported that

51

gossip affects the work environment putting a “damper on the environment as a whole”
creating a “negative energy.” A participant that did not believe the potential purpose of
gossip was accomplished reported that gossip “ultimately ends up being extremely
divisive.” Because the study found gossip to be both a positive and negative tool in early
childhood settings, what does this mean for advancement in the field of Early Childhood
Education? How do early childhood professionals distinguish between gossip that is
vindictive and gossip that is used as a functional form of communication? How do early
childhood professionals address the behavior in early childhood settings?
According to the California Preschool Program Guidelines (CDE, 2015) a
guideline for operating preschool programs is that programs should have a
comprehensive staff development plan that is actively supported and implemented by the
program’s administrators. The plan should include “staff relations and conflict
management” and a “thorough orientation for new staff” (CDE, 2015, p. 187).
Additionally, programs are to promote professionalism and ethical behavior (CDE,
2015). This can be done by upholding professional and ethical standards and supporting
staff as they carry out their work according to the standards (CDE, 2015). As described
by the California Early Childhood Educator Competencies (CDE, 2011) administrators
are to inform new staff and colleagues about policies and procedures. What does this
mean for staff development and program policies in early childhood settings?
In order to follow the California Preschool Program Guidelines and California
Early Childhood Educator Competencies, it may be in the best interest of administrators
to create an operational definition for gossip for their particular program and include the
definition in the program policies and staff development plan given to employees upon
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hire during a pre-service orientation or new staff training. Program policies may also
benefit from including a communication policy/chain of command in order to describe
how communication is expected to occur among employees. Administrators may also
want to consider defining specifically what information sharing is at their center and
provide vignettes illustrating appropriate information sharing in the workplace. By
defining these terms and including them in the program policies and staff development
plan, early childhood professionals may be able to distinguish between what is negative
gossip (vindictive misinformation) and what is purposeful information sharing that is in
the best interest of the children, families, and program. With the suggested policies in
place, how can early childhood administrators support early childhood professionals from
ensuring they are carrying out their work according to the policies?
The California Preschool Program Guidelines (CDE, 2015) recommend that
programs allocate resources to support staff members’ participation in professional
development. Early childhood programs can do this by providing paid professional
development days and in-service trainings. While a number of topics may need to be
discussed during these times of meeting, revisiting the policies regarding gossip and
functional information sharing may proactively remind early childhood professionals of
the policies and expectations in addition to providing a forum in which employees can
discuss and clarify the policies. The present study found that the majority of participants
(n=10, 45%) of participants reported they would host staff meetings if they were a
program director knowing gossip was a problem. Additionally, opportunities for team
building by providing team building exercises or workshops to employees were the
second highest (n=4, 18%) reported strategy for addressing gossip in early childhood
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settings. Revisiting the program policies about gossip during professional development
and in-service trainings may potentially ensure early childhood professionals are working
according to the policies and are able to articulate the difference between what is gossip
and what is functional communication in early childhood settings.
Limitations and Future Research
Despite its contributions to the literature, the present study has several limitations.
One potential limitation is that the sample was small and only consisted of females. With
a larger sample, the findings may vary revealing more and potentially different common
themed topics that are being gossiped about in early childhood settings. Although the
field of Early Childhood Education is predominately represented by females, a sample
that is inclusive of more male participants would be more representative of the general
population, thereby making the findings more generalizable. Future research may want
to consider administering the Getting the Gossip questionnaire (Appendix B) to a more
diverse and larger population in order to ensure that the findings are generalizable to a
wider population of university students.
Ellwardt et al. (2012) found that employees with low trust in management
increased the engagement in negative gossip about management. Moreover, a
combination of low trust in management and high trust in colleagues increased negative
gossip. On the contrary, high trust in management increased positive gossip in a
workplace environment (Ellwardt et al., 2012). Future research may consider measuring
trust among early childhood professional and program directors/administrators in early
childhood settings to determine if trust is an antecedent to engaging in positive or
negative gossip about administration/administrators. By identifying whether or not trust
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in administration/administrators affects engagement in negative gossip about
administration/administrators, administrators would be able to tailor team-building
practices in order to enhance or maintain the trust. Additionally, administrators would
also be able to reflect upon their own practices in order to determine what is successful
and what is not successful.
Findings from Grosser et al.’s (2010) study revealed that two individuals who
shared both a workflow relationship and friendship typically engaged in both positive and
negative gossip. The researchers also found that high levels of trust developed among
third party friendships increased the likelihood of negative gossip. Future research may
benefit from exploring the strength of relationships among early childhood professionals
to identify if the relationship underlies the transmission of both positive and negative
gossip. Future research in early childhood settings may consider providing participants
with a roster of the names of employees at the work site and ask to indicate from whom
they received gossip from during the last few months and the strength of their
relationship to the identified person. Additionally, future research may benefit from
exploring the effectiveness of professional development focused on team building
specifically to determine whether or not employees feel this strengthens their
relationships with their coworkers.
The present study is also limited by primarily focusing on participant responses
about the different topics regarding children, parents, coworkers, and
administration/administrators. Future research may benefit from exploring what occurs
immediately after the gossip or shared information was communicated. Consider the
personal example in Chapter 4 (Table 4.3). The participant, a lead teacher, and the
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director were involved in a conversation regarding a child. The content of the
conversation pertained to the child missing his mother towards the end of the day and
crying for her until he was able to talk to her on the phone. The conversation took place
in a classroom at the end of the day with no children or parents present. The outcome of
the conversation was a planned meeting with the child’s mother to discuss possibly
picking up her child earlier. Now consider this example with the inclusion of the
participant telling the director that the lead teacher does a horrible job at comforting the
crying child and the participant does not know how the lead teacher is in a field working
with children. By including the latter part in the example, does the intent of the
conversation shift? The first example was a conversation regarding the behavior of a
child and how the staff was going to address the crying with the mother of the child. The
sharing of information appeared to be a functional purpose to gossiping benefiting the
child. When adding the comment regarding the lead teacher’s approach to comforting the
child, could that be considered a norm-violating behavior the participant was trying to
share with the director? Or does this last comment digress into something more personal
and potentially maligning? Future research identifying what occurs after gossip may help
classify the intent of the gossip and whether or not the information is beneficial to the
children, families, staff, and program in early childhood settings.
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APPENDIX A: PREAMBLE
Have you ever experienced gossip in early childhood settings? That is a topic of great
interest to me as an early childhood director. I am investigating this as my thesis project.

Please take 20 minutes and complete this anonymous survey. The details of your identity
will be confidential, but the data will be invaluable. Your experiences and ideas will
hopefully contribute to workforce issues that are so critical for our field to advance… and
you may be quoted (again, anonymously) so please do your best to complete this
questionnaire in legible handwriting. Thank you so very much for helping me complete
my degree. You may wish to decline participation and you can do this with no penalty
whatsoever. I look forward to reading about your experiences!
Darcy Edwards
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APPENDIX B: PILOT TEST
Have you ever experienced gossip in early childhood settings? That is a topic of great
interest to me as an early childhood director. I am investigating this as my thesis project.
Please take 20 minutes and complete this anonymous survey. The details of your
responses will be confidential, but the data will be invaluable. If you have any questions,
Dr. Rothstein-Fisch will help clarify. Thank you so very much for helping me complete
my degree.
Darcy Edwards
Motivating Factors for Workplace Gossip
1. Do you engage in informal or evaluative talk about members in your organization
who are not present? Please elaborate by letting us know how often, about whom
(no names, but just describe the person/s, and a few examples).

2. What are the reasons behind evaluative talk about a coworker? (i.e. social status,
to communicate information, frustration with management, frustration with
coworkers). Please describe all that apply or others you may think of.
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3. To what extent do you think informal workplace communication (gossip) matters?
Why?

4. Do you find yourself engaged in more positive or negative discussion about other
members in your workplace?

5. How often do you come in contact with the individuals you informally talk about?
(i.e. not often, somewhat often, often?). In other words, do you think that the
amount of contact with someone either contributes or does not contribute to
workplace gossip?
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Engagement in Gossip
1. Do you engage in informal talk about colleagues or supervisors in the workplace?
If so how often? (i.e. seldom, fairly often, or constant)

2. What are the topics of informal discussion that you engage in (i.e. administration,
parents, children, or coworkers)? If a topic is not listed above, please describe a
topic of informal discussion you engage in and elaborate.

3. Who do you target for sharing your work-related issues? Why?
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Subjects of Gossip
1. Have you witnessed coworkers engaged in evaluative talk about another coworker
that is not present? What can you tell me about that?

2. What have you found to be the topics/targets of informal discussion your
coworkers engage in?

3. How frequently are you made aware of gossip (either engaging in it actively,
being a more passive recipient, or just general ‘talk and chatter’ overheard)?
a. Daily
b. Several times/week
c. About once/week
d. Several times/month
e. Monthly
f. Very infrequently
Why do you think this is the case?
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4. Does the gossip serve any purpose that you can tell? If so, what does it
accomplish?

5. If you were a program director, and you knew that gossip was a problem, what
suggested strategies might you use? Why?
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Demographic Questions
1. Your age?

2. Years in ECE field?

3. Primary age group of children?

4. Your current job title, position?

5. Your culture/language?
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APPENDIX C: QUESTIONNAIRE
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