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The Relative Effectiveness of Positive and Negative
Gossip in Promoting Prosocial Giving: The Examination
of the Valence of Gossip Content and
Reputational Consequences
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Abstract: Gossip promotes prosocial behavior via reputational concern. However,
the relative effectiveness of positive and negative gossip has been understudied. |
examined to what extent positive and negative gossip promoted prosocial behavior
when a potential consequence of gossip was positively framed (a third party offering
a financial bonus) and negatively framed (a third party deducting a bonus). | found that
gossip, irrespective of its valence, promoted generosity via reputational concern in both
contexts. Yet, analyses suggested that positive gossip may have a stronger effect in
promoting prosociality. The findings, together with previous findings, call for further
investigation of the relationship between the effectiveness of positive and negative
gossip in promoting prosociality and types of reputational consequences.

Key words: gossip, reputation, prosocial behavior, gossip valence.

Gossip, the exchange of information about
absent others (Foster, 2004), is ubiquitous and
found to influence various aspects of social lives.
Individuals spend more than 60% of their social
conversations in gossiping (Dunbar, 2004;
Dunbar et al, 1997; Emler, 1994) and gossip
surely affects various domains of interpersonal
(Dores Cruz et al., 2021) and intergroup (Imada
et al., 2022) relationships, as well as organiza-
tional structures (Martinescu et al., 2019). Gossip
differs from other forms of mere social informa-
tion sharing in that it conveys reputational infor-
mation about others (Dores Cruz et al., 2021)
and helps individuals identify, for instance,
cooperative and selfish others. The transmis-
sion and exchange of reputational information
via gossip guide individuals as to whether and

how much they should interact and cooperate
with others (i.e., indirect reciprocity; Nowak &
Sigmund, 1998, 2005). Consequently, the
potential to be gossiped about induces reputa-
tional concern such that individuals are then
willing to display prosocial behavior to main-
tain a positive reputation and benefit from it
(for a review, see Wu et al., 2016b).

A number of previous studies have consistently
demonstrated that gossip promotes different
types of prosocial behaviors, such as cooperation
(Dores Cruz et al., 2019; Feinberg et al., 2014;
Shank et al., 2019; Sommerfeld et al., 2007, 2008;
Wau et al., 2016a) and prosocial giving (Piazza &
Bering, 2008; Wu et al., 2015, 2016¢, 2019), as well
as interpersonal trust (Bozoyan & Vogt, 2016;
Fehr & Sutter, 2019; Feinberg et al., 2012;
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Fonseca & Peters, 2018); individuals are more
prosocial when their behavior can be gossiped
about. Gossip exerts influence via reputa-
tional concern (Beersma & Van Kleef, 2011;
Wu et al., 2015, 2016¢) and the impact of gossip
holds across different contexts: even when gossip
is not accurate (Fonseca & Peters, 2018), and
when there is only a single recipient of gossip,
rather than multiple recipients (Wu et al., 2016c).
Moreover, Wu et al. (2016a) revealed that gossip
is a more effective tool to maintain cooperation
than punishment; more specifically, using an iter-
ated public goods game with four rounds, they
found that while punishment increased the level
of cooperation in the last two rounds and overall
decreased individual earnings, gossip sustained
the level of cooperation across all rounds and
increased individual earnings. Overall, there has
been ample evidence that the potential to be
gossiped about effectively drives individuals to dis-
play prosocial behavior via reputational concern.

However, past research has understudied the
potential influence of gossip valence (positive or
negative) on the prosociality-enhancing effect
of gossip (Wu et al., 2016b), while there have
been various studies looking at individual pro-
pensities for engaging in positive and negative
gossip (Bosson et al., 2006; Davis et al., 2018;
Dores Cruz et al., 2021; Dunbar et al., 1997;
Eckhaus & Ben-Hador, 2019; Levin &
Arluke, 1985; Litman & Pezzo, 2005) and the
influence of the use of positive and negative gos-
sips on social relationships (Bosson et al., 2006;
Farley, 2011; Hauke & Abele, 2020a, 2020b;
McAndrew et al., 2007; Peters et al., 2017,
Tassiello et al., 2018; Wyckoff et al., 2019). Previ-
ous studies, for instance, revealed that negative
gossip decreased gossip targets’ well-being
(Peters & Kashima, 2014) and self-concept
(Hauke & Abele, 2020a). Peters et al. (2017)
found that individuals were more willing to gossip
about negative norm violations (e.g., littering)
than positive norm violations (e.g., picking up
littered garbage), and that gossiping about the
negative norm deviation fostered social bonding
between individuals exchanging the gossip more
than gossiping about positive violations. Never-
theless, despite the rich literature on gossip
valence, there have been only a few studies on
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gossip and prosocial behavior that incorporated
the potential effect of gossip valence (Imada
et al., 2021; Sommerfeld et al., 2007, 2008).
Namely, the relative effectiveness of positive
and negative gossip in fostering prosocial behav-
ior has been understudied.

Using an iterated indirect reciprocity game,
Sommerfeld et al. (2007) introduced gossip
valence into the study of gossip and coopera-
tion, and they demonstrated that individuals
cooperated more with others who had been pos-
itively gossiped about compared to those who
had been negatively gossiped about. Impor-
tantly, they manipulated the valence of which
a cooperation partner had earned gossip. Thus,
it still remained unclear whether the potential
to be positively or negatively gossiped about
would exert different levels of impact on coop-
eration (i.e., the relative strength of positive
and negative gossip in promoting generosity).

Imada et al. (2021) was the first to directly
examine the role of gossip valence and investi-
gated whether positive and negative gossip
would promote cooperation differently. In their
study, participants first played a dictator game
as a dictator and were instructed that they would
play a trust game as a trustee. They manipulated
gossip valence by varying instruction about
whether and what a recipient of money in the dic-
tator game would tell a trustor in the trust game.
In the positive gossip conditions, the recipient
would send an evaluative message about how
kind, cooperative, and trustworthy the partici-
pants were to the trustor. In the negative gossip
condition, “kind,” “cooperative,” and “trustwor-
thy” were replaced with “mean,” “selfish,” and
“untrustworthy.” In the no-gossip condition, no
information about participants would be sent to
the trustor. They found that positive and nega-
tive gossip both promoted generosity in the dicta-
tor game, and the effect was mediated by
reputational concern. They also tested an alter-
native explanation of the effect of gossip:
expected future benefits. Consistently with pre-
vious experimental findings and theorizing
(e.g., Wu et al., 2016b), they found that it is rep-
utational concern rather than expected future
benefits from generous behavior (i.e., trust
from their partner in the trust game) that
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explained the prosociality-enhancing effect of
gossip; reputational concern is the key psycho-
logical underpinning of the effect of gossip in
promoting prosociality.

While Imada et al. (2021) found that even
though the consequences of earning a positive
and negative reputation seemed to be different,
the gossip valence did not matter when, at least,
the reputational consequence was trust in the
trust game. As noted in their discussion, how-
ever, the finding of Imada et al. (2021) might be
limited to the situation in which their reputation
earned through dictator giving could earn trust
from another person in the trust game. I would
like to also note that previous experimental stud-
ies on gossip, in general, predominantly focused
on situations in which one’s reputation earned
through prosocial behavior could lead to positive
consequences, for example, when gossip recipi-
ents can financially benefit them (Feinberg
et al., 2012; Imada et al., 2021; Sommerfeld
et al., 2007, 2008; Wu et al., 2015, 2019) with the
exception of Feinberg et al. (2014) where gossip
receivers could ostracize gossip targets.

Despite the empirical focus on situations
involving positive reputational consequences,
human life is rife with negative reputational
consequences, such as ostracism and punish-
ment (Mathew & Boyd, 2011; Nezlek
et al., 2012, 2015; Williams, 2007). Thus, people
experience a range of situations where they
anticipate their behavior may lead to negative
reputational consequences. When people
expect negative reputational consequences,
does their sensitivity to the potential to be posi-
tively and negatively gossiped about change?

Previous studies consistently found that peo-
ple are, in general, reluctant to harm and punish
others (Crockett et al., 2014; Everett et al., 2016,
p- 201; Simunovic et al., 2013). In other words,
people have a strong preference not to harm
others, and there needs to be strong motivations
or incentives in order for them to make negative
impacts on others. As such, when people are
aware that their behavior may lead gossip recipi-
ents to impose negative reputational conse-
quences on them (i.e., harm them), they may
conjecture that positive gossip about themselves
would not incite the gossip recipients to harm

them. Thus, people may be more sensitive to the
potential to be negatively (vs. positively) gossiped
about when potential reputational consequences
are negative. Overall, given that the sensitivity to
positive and negative gossip may vary depending
on the valence of reputational consequences, the
relative effectiveness of gossip valence in promot-
ing prosociality deserves further investigation.

In the present research, therefore, I ex-
ploratorily investigate the effectiveness of positive
and negative gossip in promoting generosity
across two situations: when one’s reputation leads
to positive and negative reputational conse-
quences (i.e., reward and punishment). More spe-
cifically, in this research, I operationally defined
positive and negative reputational consequences
as a gossip recipient being able to reward and sub-
tract bonus points from those gossiped about
(i.e., participants).

Method

Participants and Design

The study followed a 2 (reputational consequence:
positive vs. negative) x 3 (gossip: positive gossip
vs. negative gossip vs. no gossip) between-subject
design. A priori power analysis (Erdfelder
et al., 2009) revealed that 235 participants were
required to detect a small-to-medium effect size
of #* = .04 to have a statistical power of .80.
Thus, I collected 240 British participants whose
first language was English (M,q. = 35.85 years,
SD =12.75 years, 130 female) via Prolific
Academic.

Procedure

Participants were invited to take part in an
online survey. After giving consent, partici-
pants first provided demographic information,
such as age, nationality, and first language.
I also introduced seven items from the Self-
consciousness Scale (Scheier & Carver, 1985)
for exploratory purposes.

Participants were then instructed that they
would complete a decision-making scenario
where they would be paired with another partic-
ipant and could earn an extra bonus. The sce-
nario consisted of three participants (Person A,

© Japanese Psychological Association 2023.

35USD17 SUOWILLIOD SAIIID) 3|qed ! jdde au) A paueAob aJe Sapie YO ‘B8N JO S3|NJ 10y Afelq 1 8UIUO AB]1M UO (SUOIPUOD-PUE-SLUBIALICY"AS| 1M ALeiq | U1 |UO//:SdNU) SUORIPUOD pue SWid L 3U) 39S *[£202/60/22] uo Ariqi auliuo AB|IM oL Ad €221 d[TTTT0T/10p/wod A8 | im ARe.q 1 jpuluo//:sdny Wwo.y papeojumod ‘0 ‘885897 T



4 H. Imada

Person B, and Person C) and three parts
(a dictator game, gossip transmission, and bonus
decision). All participants received the same
instruction about the dictator game that they
were endowed with 100 lab points (1 point =
£0.05) and should decide the division of the
points between themselves (Person A) and a
paired participant (Person B). I incentivized
them by informing them that one participant
would be randomly chosen to receive the actual
payment of the money they earned in the study.

In the gossip transmission phase, I manipu-
lated gossip valence; in the positive gossip con-
dition, it was instructed that Person B, the
receiver in the preceding dictator game, could
tell Person C how kind, cooperative, and trust-
worthy Person A (participants) was. It was
made clear that Person B was not allowed to
say anything else. Contrastingly, participants in
the negative gossip condition were told that Per-
son B would tell how mean, selfish, and
untrustworthy Person A was to Person C. In
the no-gossip condition, Person B could not
send any messages to Person C.

In the bonus decision phase, I manipulated
the framing of reputational consequences. In
the positive reputational consequence condi-
tion, Person C was given 100 lab points and
asked to decide how many points they would
like to give Person A as an extra bonus. By con-
trast, in the negative reputational consequence
condition, Person A was given an additional
100 lab points as an extra bonus, and Person C
could decide the final bonus points by sub-
tracting any points from the 100 lab points.
Thus, in both conditions, participants, as
Person A, could earn from 0 to 100 lab points,
but the framing of the bonus decision of Person
C was different in the two conditions.

After reading the instruction about the three
parts of the scenario, participants answered
three comprehension questions regarding the
scenario, and they could not proceed unless
they provided the right answers to them. Then,
participants indicated how many points they
would like to give to Person B and finalized their
dictator decision.

Lastly, I presented a reputational concern
scale (adapted by Wu et al, 2015) and
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measurement of expectations about the bonus
point they could earn in the bonus decision
phase, in randomized order. The former con-
sisted of three items (e.g. “Possible talk by Per-
son B about my decision played an important
role when I made my choice”), and participants
answered them using a 5-point scale ranging
from 1 = fotally disagree to 5 = totally agree
(¢ =.74). The measurement of expectation
about the bonus point was slightly different in
the positive and negative reputational conse-
quence conditions. In the positive reputational
consequence condition, I asked participants
how many points they thought Person C would
give to them. In the negative reputational conse-
quence condition, I asked them how many
points they thought Person C would subtract
from their bonus points. For statistical analyses,
I reverse-coded responses from participants in
the latter condition such that they indicated
the final bonus points they would earn in the
bonus decision part. After completing these
measures, participants were debriefed and
thanked. I have uploaded study materials, data,
and analysis codes at https://osf.io/uy7h3/.

Results

Prosocial Behavior

I conducted a 2 (reputational consequence: posi-
tive vs. negative) x 3 (gossip valence: positive
gossip vs. negative gossip vs. no gossip) between-
subject analysis of variance (ANOVA) on
prosocial giving. I found a significant main effect
of gossip, F(2, 235) =748, p = .001, r]ﬁ = .06.
The main effect of reputational consequence
was not significant, F(1, 235) =3.23, p=.07, )
= .01. The interaction was not significant, F
(2,235)=0.93, p = .40, ;112, =.007. I followed up
the significant effect of gossip valence by
pairwise comparisons of estimated marginal
means (EMM). All pairwise comparisons
reported in the paper employed the Tukey
method for p-value adjustment. Individuals in
the positive gossip condition (EMM =55.9,
SD =2.17) were more prosocial than those in
the no-gossip condition (EMM =44.0,
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Table 1

Means and standard deviations of reputational concern and expectation

Reputational Concern

Expected Bonus

Positive Negative Positive Negative
Conseguence Conseguence Conseguence Conseguence
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Positive gossip 3.79(0.89) 3.87(0.86) 53.08 (23.89) 58.55 (26.77)
Negative gossip 3.63 (0.91) 3.65 (0.89) 43.80 (16.61) 60.90 (27.31)
No gossip 2.55(1.02) 2.64 (1.08) 46.91 (24.91) 47.05 (35.61)

SD =2.18). However, prosocial behavior in the
negative gossip condition (EMM =49.60,
SD =2.20) did not significantly differ from that
in the positive gossip and no-gossip conditions,
13 <2.02, ps > .10. Overall, while the positive gos-
sip promoted prosociality, the negative gossip
did not.

Reputational Concern

Previous theorizing suggests reputational concern
plays a critical role in explaining the relationship
between gossip and prosocial behavior. As such,
we examined how the experimental manipula-
tions influenced reputational concern. I con-
ducted a 2 (reputational consequence: positive
vs. negative) x 3 (gossip valence: positive gossip
Vvs. negative gossip vs. no gossip) between-subject
ANOVA on reputational concern (see Table 1
for descriptive statistics). There was a significant
main effect of gossip valence, F(1, 235) = 39.90,

Figure 1
Prosocial behavior by conditions.

70 1

p <.001, ;1; = .25. Follow-up pairwise compari-
sons revealed that those in the positive and neg-
ative gossip conditions experienced more
reputational concern than those in the no-gossip
condition, s >6.98, ps <.001. Yet, the difference
between the positive and negative conditions
was not significant, t=.13, p=.40. The main
effect of reputational consequence and the
interaction effect were not significant, Fs <0.30,
ps>.58, s <.001 (Figure 1).

Expectation About the Bonus Decision

Expected benefits from immediate prosocial
behavior can be an alternative explanation of
why gossip promotes prosociality, and it is
important to consider in order to elucidate
the theorized role of reputational concern in
shaping the relationship between gossip and
prosociality. I thus conducted a 2 (reputational
consequence: positive vs. negative) x 3 (gossip
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valence: positive gossip vs. negative gossip
vs. no gossip) between-subject ANOVA on the
expected bonus (see Table 1 for descriptive
statistics). The main effect of reputation conse-
quence was significant, suggesting that individ-
uals in the negative reputational consequence
condition (EMM = 55.50, SE = 2.42) expected
to receive more bonus than those in the
other condition (EMM = 47.90, SE =2.39), F
(1, 235) =4.97, p = .03, nﬁ =.02. The main
effect of gossip valence and the interaction term
were not significant, Fs <2.30, p,> .10, nlz,s <.02.

Mediation Analyses

Following previous studies (e.g. Imada et al., 2021;
Wu et al., 2015), I built a mediation model to elu-
cidate the psychological mechanisms underlying
the effect of gossip. Namely, I dummy-coded gos-
sip valence manipulation such that the no-gossip
condition is treated as a reference, and I built a
path model in which two dummy-coded variables
(positive vs. no gossip and negative vs. no gossip)
had direct and indirect effects on prosociality via
reputational concern and expected bonus (see
Figure 2). I bootstrap-tested the four indirect
paths (5,000 bootstrap samples) in the path model
and explored the relationship between the gossip
treatments and prosocial behavior.

The direct paths from the dummy-coded vari-
ables to prosocial giving were not significant,
ps > 28. Yet, they indirectly increased prosocial
giving via the increased reputational concern: pos-
itive gossip: B = 5.79,95% CI [2.83,9.83], p < .001;

Figure 2
The path model.

negative gossip: B =4.88, 95% CI [2.30, 8.27],
p =.001. Contrastingly, the indirect paths via
expected bonus were not significant, |Bs| < .2.11,
ps > .08. Thus, replicating the previous studies
(e.g., Imada et al., 2021; Wu et al., 2015), gossip
promoted prosociality via reputational concern
rather than expected indirect benefits.

Discussion

The present research aimed to investigate the
relative effectiveness of positive and negative
gossip in two contexts: when the reputational
consequence was positive (i.e., bonus point
allocation by a third party) and when it was
negative (i.e., bonus point deduction). The pre-
sent study revealed that the potential to be
positively, but not negatively, gossiped about
promoted prosocial giving in the dictator game
compared to when no gossip was available,
regardless of the valence of reputational conse-
quences. Yet, when psychological mechanisms
were taken into account, I found that gossip,
regardless of its valence, promoted prosocial giv-
ing via reputational concern. Overall, the study
extended the previous literature by revealing
that the valence of reputational consequences
(financial reward or punishment) did not influ-
ence the relative effectiveness of positive and
negative gossip in facilitating prosocial giving.
This further suggests that the prosociality-
enhancing effect of gossip potential is invariant
across different contexts.

j Reputational Concern \
.54

| Positive vs. No Gossip

| Negative vs. No Gossip

09 .16

25

Prosocial Giving

32

~¥ Expected Bonus /

Note. Dotted lines are non-significant path (p > .05), and coefficients are all standardized.
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In Imada et al. (2021), participants in the
positive and negative gossip valence condi-
tions were more prosocial than those in the
no-gossip condition. Yet, in the present study,
negative gossip seemed to have a much wea-
ker prosociality-driving effect than positive
gossip. This difference may be attributed to
the nature of the reputational consequences.
Imada et al. (2021) instructed participants that
gossip would be transmitted to a future inter-
action partner who would play a trust game
as a trustor. In the present study, a gossip
recipient unilaterally awarded or subtracted
points from participants. The critical differ-
ence between trust in the trust game and
the bonus allocation tasks (i.e., unilateral
prosocial giving) is the form of exchange. In
the trust game, in order for trustors to trust a
trustee, they need not only the motivation to
benefit the trustee (i.e., social preference) but
also the expectation that the trustee would not
betray them. Contrastingly, in prosocial giving,
such an expectation is not a prerequisite.
Although this is yet speculative, the results of the
present study point to the possibility that people
may intuit that while positive gossip would help
others update both their social preferences and
expectations, negative gossip mainly influences
expectations. An anonymous reviewer offered
an alternative explanation; they postulated that
mutual interdependence between the individuals
playing the trust game may imply a future long-
lasting relationship. As a result, people may
believe there are more stakes in the trust game
than the one-shot prosocial giving game, and peo-
ple were correspondingly more sensitive to earn-
ing a negative reputation via negative gossip.
That being said, the present results do not offer
sound explanations of why negative gossip was
less influential than positive gossip in the study.
Together with the findings of Imada et al. (2021),
the present study calls for further investigation of
the relationship between types of reputational
consequences and gossip valence.

The present study has some limitations,
leaving promising directions for future
research. First, in this study, I operationally
defined reputational consequences as a third-
party gossip recipient giving or subtracting

monetary points. Similarly to Imada et al.
(2021), they were thus financial. Nevertheless,
reputational consequences (i.e., indirect bene-
fits) can take various forms, such as ostracism,
physical confrontations, receiving praises and
insults, and being chosen as a partner for
cooperative interactions. Since the present
results suggested that the difference in the
nature of reputational consequence (trust
vs. prosocial giving) impacts the relative effec-
tiveness of positive and negative gossip, it is
sensible to comprehensively investigate when
and how much positive and negative gossip
promotes prosociality. It is worthwhile noting
that previous studies on reputation and coop-
eration have not delved into investigating what
kind of reputation(s) would best lead to different
reputational consequences. Thus, future work
disentangling the relationship between different
reputational consequences and gossip valence
may produce valuable insights into understand-
ing how reputation guides cooperation in
general.

Second, the generalizability of the findings
might be limited, as a majority of participants
were from Western cultures. The consideration
for the potential cultural difference is particu-
larly important, as previous studies suggested
that the consequences of earning a negative rep-
utation (e.g., social exclusion) might signifi-
cantly vary across cultural contexts (Uskul &
Over, 2017; Yamagishi et al., 2008). Thus, the
potential influence of negative gossip might
loom larger in some cultures than others.
Accordingly, I suppose that cultural variables,
such as tightness (Gelfand et al., 2011) and rela-
tional mobility (Oishi et al., 2015), might influ-
ence the expectation about to what extent
positive and negative gossip would affect repu-
tational consequences. Thus, future studies
should include diverse samples to account for
such factors.

Conflict of Interest

The author declares no conflicts of interest asso-
ciated with this manuscript.

© Japanese Psychological Association 2023.

35USD17 SUOWILLIOD SAIIID) 3|qed ! jdde au) A paueAob aJe Sapie YO ‘B8N JO S3|NJ 10y Afelq 1 8UIUO AB]1M UO (SUOIPUOD-PUE-SLUBIALICY"AS| 1M ALeiq | U1 |UO//:SdNU) SUORIPUOD pue SWid L 3U) 39S *[£202/60/22] uo Ariqi auliuo AB|IM oL Ad €221 d[TTTT0T/10p/wod A8 | im ARe.q 1 jpuluo//:sdny Wwo.y papeojumod ‘0 ‘885897 T



8 H. Imada

References

Beersma, B., & Van Kleef, G. A. (2011). How the
grapevine keeps you in line: Gossip increases
contributions to the group. Social Psychological
and Personality Science, 2(6), 642-649. https:/
doi.org/10.1177/1948550611405073

Bosson, J. K., Johnson, A. B., Niederhoffer, K., &
Swann, W. B. (2006). Interpersonal chemistry
through negativity: Bonding by sharing negative
attitudes about others. Personal Relationships,
13(2), 135-150. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-
6811.2006.00109.x

Bozoyan, C., & Vogt, S. (2016). The impact of third-
party information on trust: Valence, source, and
reliability. PLoS One, 11(2), €0149542. https://
doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0149542

Crockett, M. J., Kurth-Nelson, Z., Siegel, J. Z.,
Dayan, P., & Dolan, R.J. (2014). Harm to others
outweighs harm to self in moral decision making.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,
111(48), 17320-17325. https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.1408988111

Davis, A. C., Dufort, C., Desrochers, J.,
Vaillancourt, T., & Arnocky, S. (2018). Gossip
as an intrasexual competition strategy: Sex differ-
ences in gossip frequency, content, and attitudes.
Evolutionary Psychological Science, 4(2), 141-
153. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40806-017-0121-9

Dores Cruz, T. D., Beersma, B., Dijkstra, M. T. M., &
Bechtoldt, M. N. (2019). The bright and dark side
of gossip for cooperation in groups. Frontiers in
Psychology, 10, 1374. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fpsyg.2019.01374

Dores Cruz, T. D., Thielmann, I., Columbus, S.,
Molho, C., Wu, J., Righetti, F., ... Balliet, D.
(2021). Gossip and reputation in everyday life.
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society
B: Biological Sciences, 376(1838), 20200301.
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2020.0301

Dunbar, R. I. M. (2004). Gossip in evolutionary
perspective. Review of General Psychology,
8(2), 100-110. https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-
2680.8.2.100

Dunbar, R. I. M., Marriott, A., & Duncan, N. D. C.
(1997). Human conversational behavior. Human
Nature, 8(3), 231-246. https://doi.org/10.1007/
BF02912493

Eckhaus, E., & Ben-Hador, B. (2019). Gossip and
gender differences: A content analysis approach.
Journal of Gender Studies, 28(1), 97-108. https://
doi.org/10.1080/09589236.2017.1411789

Emler, N. (1994). Gossip, reputation, and social adap-
tation. In R. F. Goodman & A. Ben-Ze’ev (Eds.),
Good gossip (pp. 117-138). University Press of
Kansas.

© Japanese Psychological Association 2023.

Erdfelder, E., Faul, F., Buchner, A., & Lang, A. G.
(2009). Statistical power analyses using G*power
3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses.
Behavior Research Methods, 41(4), 1149-1160.
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149

Everett, J. A. C., Pizarro, D. A., & Crockett, M. J.
(2016). Inference of trustworthiness from intui-
tive moral judgments. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: General, 145(6), 772-787. https:/
doi.org/10.1037/xge0000165

Farley, S. D. (2011). Is gossip power? The inverse
relationships between gossip, power, and likabil-
ity. European Journal of Social Psychology,
41(5), 574-579. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.821

Fehr, D., & Sutter, M. (2019). Gossip and the effi-
ciency of interactions. Games and Economic
Behavior, 113, 448-460. https://doi.org/10.1016/).
£eb.2018.10.003

Feinberg, M., Willer, R., & Schultz, M. (2014). Gossip
and ostracism promote cooperation in groups.
Psychological Science, 25(3), 656-664. https:/
doi.org/10.1177/0956797613510184

Feinberg, M., Willer, R., Stellar, J., & Keltner, D.
(2012). The virtues of gossip: Reputational infor-
mation sharing as prosocial behavior. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 102(5),
1015-1030. https:/doi.org/10.1037/a0026650

Fonseca, M. A., & Peters, K. (2018). Will any gossip
do? Gossip does not need to be perfectly accurate
to promote trust. Games and Economic Behav-
ior, 107, 253-281. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geb.
2017.09.015

Foster, E. K. (2004). Research on gossip: Taxonomy,
methods, and future directions. Review of Gen-
eral Psychology, 8(2), 78-99. https://doi.org/10.
1037/1089-2680.8.2.78

Gelfand, M. J., Raver, J. L., Nishii, L., Leslie, L. M.,
Lun,J., Lim, B. C,, ... Yamaguchi, S. (2011). Dif-
ferences between tight and loose cultures: A
33-nation study. Science, 332(6033), 1100-1104.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1197754

Hauke, N., & Abele, A. E. (2020a). The impact of neg-
ative gossip on target and receiver: A “big two”
analysis. Basic and Applied Social Psychology,
42(2), 115-132. https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.
2019.1702881

Hauke, N., & Abele, A. E. (2020b). Two faces of the
self: Actor-self perspective and observer-self per-
spective are differentially related to agency versus
communion. Self and Identity, 19(3), 346-368.
https:/doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2019.1584582

Imada, H., Hopthrow, T., & Abrams, D. (2021). The
role of positive and negative gossip in promoting
prosocial behavior. Evolutionary Behavioral Sci-
ences, 15(3), 285-291. https://doi.org/10.1037/
EBS0000218

35USD17 SUOWILLIOD SAIIID) 3|qed ! jdde au) A paueAob aJe Sapie YO ‘B8N JO S3|NJ 10y Afelq 1 8UIUO AB]1M UO (SUOIPUOD-PUE-SLUBIALICY"AS| 1M ALeiq | U1 |UO//:SdNU) SUORIPUOD pue SWid L 3U) 39S *[£202/60/22] uo Ariqi auliuo AB|IM oL Ad €221 d[TTTT0T/10p/wod A8 | im ARe.q 1 jpuluo//:sdny Wwo.y papeojumod ‘0 ‘885897 T


https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550611405073
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550611405073
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2006.00109.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2006.00109.x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0149542
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0149542
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1408988111
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1408988111
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40806-017-0121-9
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01374
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01374
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2020.0301
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.8.2.100
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.8.2.100
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02912493
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02912493
https://doi.org/10.1080/09589236.2017.1411789
https://doi.org/10.1080/09589236.2017.1411789
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000165
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000165
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.821
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geb.2018.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geb.2018.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613510184
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613510184
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026650
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geb.2017.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geb.2017.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.8.2.78
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.8.2.78
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1197754
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2019.1702881
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2019.1702881
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2019.1584582
https://doi.org/10.1037/EBS0000218
https://doi.org/10.1037/EBS0000218

Gossip Valence and Prosociality 9

Imada, H., Rullo, M., Hopthrow, T., Van de
Vyver, J., & Zagefka, H. (2022). Gossip about
in-group and out-group norm deviations. Com-
prehensive Results in Social Psychology, 6(1-13),
113-133. https://doi.org/10.1080/23743603.2022.
2090327

Levin, J., & Arluke, A. (1985). An exploratory analy-
sis of sex differences in gossip. Sex Roles, 12(3-4),
281-286. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00287594

Litman, J. A., & Pezzo, M. V. (2005). Individual dif-
ferences in attitudes towards gossip. Personality
and Individual Differences, 38(4), 963-980.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2004.09.003

Martinescu, E., Janssen, O., & Nijstad, B. A. (2019).
Gossip as a resource: How and why power rela-
tionships shape gossip behavior. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 153,
89-102.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2019.
05.006

Mathew, S., & Boyd, R. (2011). Punishment sustains
large-scale cooperation in prestate warfare. Pro-
ceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,
108(28), 11375-11380. https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.1105604108

McAndrew, F. T., Bell, E. K., & Garcia, C. M. (2007).
Who do we tell and whom do we tell on? Gossip
as a strategy for status enhancement. Journal of
Applied Social Psychology, 37(7), 1562-1577.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2007.00227.x

Nezlek, J. B., Wesselmann, E. D., Wheeler, L., &
Williams, K. D. (2012). Ostracism in everyday
life. Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and
Practice, 16, 91-104. https://doi.org/10.1037/
20028029

Nezlek, J. B., Wesselmann, E. D., Wheeler, L., &
Williams, K. D. (2015). Ostracism in everyday
life: The effects of ostracism on those who ostra-
cize. Journal of Social Psychology, 155(5), 432—
451. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2015.
1062351

Nowak, M. A., & Sigmund, K. (1998). Evolution of
indirect reciprocity by image scoring. Nature,
393(6685), 573-577. https://doi.org/10.1038/31225

Nowak, M. A., & Sigmund, K. (2005). Evolution of
indirect reciprocity. Nature, 437(7063), 1291-
1298. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature04131

Oishi, S., Schug, J., Yuki, M., & Axt, J. (2015). The
psychology of residential and relational mobil-
ities. In M. J. Gelfand, C.-Y. Chiu, & Y.-Y.
Hong (Eds.), Handbook of advances in culture
and psychology (Vol. 5, pp. 221-272). Oxford
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:
050/9780190218966.003.0005

Peters, K., Jetten, J., Radova, D., & Austin, K. (2017).
Gossiping about deviance: Evidence that devi-
ance spurs the gossip that builds bonds.

Psychological ~ Science, 28(11), 1610-1619.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797617716918

Peters, K., & Kashima, Y. (2014). Gossiping as moral
social action: A functionalist account of gossiper
perceptions. In J. P. Forgas, O. Vincze, & J.
Laszl6 (Eds.), Social cognition and communica-
tion (pp. 185-201). Psychology Press.

Piazza, J., & Bering, J. M. (2008). Concerns about rep-
utation via gossip promote generous allocations
in an economic game. Evolution and Human
Behavior, 29(3), 172-178. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.evolhumbehav.2007.12.002

Scheier, M. F., & Carver, C. S. (1985). The Self-
consciousness Scale: A revised version for use
with general populations. Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, 15(8), 687-699. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1985.tb02268.x

Shank, D. B., Kashima, Y., Peters, K., Li, Y.,
Robins, G., & Kirley, M. (2019). Norm talk and
human cooperation: Can we talk ourselves into
cooperation? Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 117(1), 99-123. https://doi.org/10.
1037/pspi0000163

Simunovic, D., Mifune, N., & Yamagishi, T. (2013).
Preemptive strike: An experimental study of
fear-based aggression. Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 49(6), 1120-1123. https://doi.
org/10.1016/J.JESP.2013.08.003

Sommerfeld, R. D., Krambeck, H. J., & Milinski, M.
(2008). Multiple gossip statements and their
effect on reputation and trustworthiness. Pro-
ceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sci-
ences, 275(1650), 2529-2536. https://doi.org/10.
1098/rspb.2008.0762

Sommerfeld, R. D., Krambeck, H. J., Semmann, D., &
Milinski, M. (2007). Gossip as an alternative for
direct observation in games of indirect reciproc-
ity. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sci-
ences of the United States of America, 104(44),
17435-17440. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.
0704598104

Tassiello, V., Lombardi, S., & Costabile, M. (2018).
Are we truly wicked when gossiping at work?
The role of valence, interpersonal closeness and
social awareness. Journal of Business Research,
84, 141-149. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.
2017.11.013

Uskul, A. K., & Over, H. (2017). Culture, social
interdependence, and ostracism. Current Direc-
tions in Psychological Science, 26(4), 371-376.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417699300

Williams, K. D. (2007). Ostracism. Annual Review of
Psychology, 58(1), 425-452. https://doi.org/10.
1146/annurev.psych.58.110405.085641

Wu, J., Balliet, D., Kou, Y., & Van Lange, P. A. M. M.
(2019). Gossip in the dictator and ultimatum

© Japanese Psychological Association 2023.

35USD17 SUOWILLIOD SAIIID) 3|qed ! jdde au) A paueAob aJe Sapie YO ‘B8N JO S3|NJ 10y Afelq 1 8UIUO AB]1M UO (SUOIPUOD-PUE-SLUBIALICY"AS| 1M ALeiq | U1 |UO//:SdNU) SUORIPUOD pue SWid L 3U) 39S *[£202/60/22] uo Ariqi auliuo AB|IM oL Ad €221 d[TTTT0T/10p/wod A8 | im ARe.q 1 jpuluo//:sdny Wwo.y papeojumod ‘0 ‘885897 T


https://doi.org/10.1080/23743603.2022.2090327
https://doi.org/10.1080/23743603.2022.2090327
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00287594
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2004.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2019.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2019.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1105604108
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1105604108
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2007.00227.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028029
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028029
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2015.1062351
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2015.1062351
https://doi.org/10.1038/31225
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature04131
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780190218966.003.0005
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780190218966.003.0005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797617716918
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2007.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2007.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1985.tb02268.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1985.tb02268.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000163
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000163
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JESP.2013.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JESP.2013.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2008.0762
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2008.0762
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0704598104
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0704598104
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.11.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.11.013
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417699300
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.58.110405.085641
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.58.110405.085641

10

H. Imada

games: Its immediate and downstream conse-
quences for cooperation. Frontiers in Psychology,
10, 651. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00651

Wu, J., Balliet, D., & Van Lange, P. A. M. (2015).

When does gossip promote generosity? Indirect
reciprocity under the shadow of the future. Social
Psychological and Personality Science, 6(8), 923~
930. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550615595272

Wu, J., Balliet, D., & Van Lange, P. A. M. (2016a).

Gossip versus punishment: The efficiency of rep-
utation to promote and maintain cooperation.
Scientific Reports, 6, 23919. https://doi.org/10.
1038/srep23919

Wu, J., Balliet, D., & Van Lange, P. A. M. (2016b).

Reputation, gossip, and human cooperation.
Social and Personality Psychology Compass,
10(6), 350-364. https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.
12255

© Japanese Psychological Association 2023.

Wu, J., Balliet, D., & Van Lange, P. A. M. (2016¢).

Reputation management: Why and how gossip
enhances generosity. Evolution and Human
Behavior, 37(3), 193-201. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.evolhumbehav.2015.11.001

Wyckoft, J. P., Asao, K., & Buss, D. M. (2019). Gossip

as an intrasexual competition strategy: Predicting
information sharing from potential mate versus
competitor mating strategies. Evolution and
Human Behavior, 40(1), 96-104. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2018.08.006

Yamagishi, T., Hashimoto, H., & Schug, J. (2008).

Preferences versus strategies as explanations for
culture-specific behavior. Psychological Science,
19(6), 579-584. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9280.2008.02126.x

(Received February 17, 2023; accepted June 22, 2023)

35USD17 SUOWILLIOD SAIIID) 3|qed ! jdde au) A paueAob aJe Sapie YO ‘B8N JO S3|NJ 10y Afelq 1 8UIUO AB]1M UO (SUOIPUOD-PUE-SLUBIALICY"AS| 1M ALeiq | U1 |UO//:SdNU) SUORIPUOD pue SWid L 3U) 39S *[£202/60/22] uo Ariqi auliuo AB|IM oL Ad €221 d[TTTT0T/10p/wod A8 | im ARe.q 1 jpuluo//:sdny Wwo.y papeojumod ‘0 ‘885897 T


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00651
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550615595272
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep23919
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep23919
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12255
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12255
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2015.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2015.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2018.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2018.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02126.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02126.x

	 The Relative Effectiveness of Positive and Negative Gossip in Promoting Prosocial Giving: The Examination of the Valence o...
	Method
	Participants and Design
	Procedure

	Results
	Prosocial Behavior
	Reputational Concern
	Expectation About the Bonus Decision
	Mediation Analyses

	Discussion
	Conflict of Interest
	References


