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An Empirical Study on Effective Relation among Trust, Camaraderie,
and Pride Perceived by Employees of an R&D Institute : on the Basis
of GPTW Trust Index
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Abstract As a public research institute, government-supported institutes have led the industrial development
and the advancement of science and technology in Korea. Robert Levering has annually selected ‘Fortune
100 GPTW(Great Place to Work) by measuring the Trust Index which was originated by himself. The
objectives of this study are to attempt newly to analyze the inter-relations among 5 elements of GPTW
trust index such as credibility, respect, fairness, camaraderie, and pride perceived by the K institute’s 262
employees; to verify that GPTW trust index is valid for the selection of the fortune 100 GPTW. Amart
PLS 2.0 and SPSS 18 were utilized for the statistical analysis. The results of this study are as follows.
Credibility has positive effect to pride; respect has positive effect to pride and camaraderie; fairness has
positive effect to camaraderie; and camaraderie has positive to pride. Pride and camaraderie have
positive effect to the perceived GPTW. Recent studies mainly focused on the relations between GPTW
trust index as independent, mediating variables or parameters and organizational performances. It is
meaningful that this study has firstly tried to analyze the inter-relations among 5 elements of the trust
index for the employees of research institute. This study has implication that the in order to enhance
the performance the institute has to manage GPTW trust index perceived by the employees.
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Fig. 1. Research Model
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Table 1. Validity and reliability test for constructs

Factor | Cronbac | Composite
Constructs | Irems Loadings| h's @ Relizf)bility AVE
CRD1 0.833
CRD2 0.861
Credibility | CRD3 0.850 0.907 0.930 0.728
CRD4 0.853
CRD5 0.868
RSP1 0.819
RSP2 0.877
Respect RSP3 0815 0.845 0.896 0.683
RSP4 0.794
FNS1 0.839
i FNS2 0.835
Fairness FNS3 0858 0.861 0.905 0.705
FNS4 0.827
CMP1 0.874
Camarader "evpy T 0812 | 0785 | 0.875 0.700
‘e CMP3 | 0.822
PRD1 0.887
Pride PRD2 0.877 0.868 0.919 0.791
PRD3 0.903
Perceived GWPL | 0834
GPTW GWP2 0.893 0.853 0911 0.773
GWP3 0.908
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Table 2. Discriminant validity test

Constructs A B C D E F
Credibility(A) | 0.853
Respect(B) 0.733 | 0.827
Fairness(C) 0.750 | 0.751 | 0.840
Camaraderie(D) | 0.639 | 0.767 | 0.732 | 0.837
Pride(E) 0.639 | 0.711 | 0.685 | 0.733 | 0.889
Perceived
GPTW(F) 0.638 | 0.724 | 0.730 | 0.809 | 0.823 | 0.879
3.4 SH7Hd A4S
2 A7REY BE AHHL ~ HY) 35S A%

AEEA ZIE (Table 30 Asigict. 7Hd15H
THA77A] BE 7HdEC] AR CE Fo5HA AREA
o},

BRofo] et HEEL 64.4%, ARA digt dy

2 60.7%, GPTWSIA]of| tiet A8 77.0%F Ho|
I 9Jo] Falk and Miller[4017F A|AISE FA3t AA
(power) 10%E B5F FE5] AFotal Stk RAE3h=
22 9] B35 25| Y5t AolH GPTW AFAFE
‘dor] E27 AFS TieEd "ash 9l B 4

1rTo&32

QUek. olefst RAIEe 2A ] o] P Folob
ek AAPE Uk S PR EAATL THAS W
.%’ 5_%’ 3’—7(4}61__3 q_/\‘] =] E]{_ OH_Q]- ;(]_H /R]oﬂ
FHH e wAE, oF Baoleh ARye
GPTWel 24H 0z GOt G mAE Ao |t
et



&3] =EA A203 A6Z, 2019

Table 3. Results of hypothesis testing

Path Test
Hypotheses Coefficient t-Value Result
HI1: Credibility — o
Pride 0.186 2.327 Accept
H2: Respect — e
Pride 0.252 2.151 Accept
H3: Respect _>_ 0.499™** 6.539 Accept
Camaraderie
H4: Fairness — o
Camaraderie 0.357 5.766 Accept
H5: Camaraderie — oo
Pride 0.421 3.849 Accept
H6: Pride — ok
Perceived GPTW 0.508 8.775 Accept
H7: Camaraderie — oo
Perceived GPTW 0.438 7.081 Accept
Camaraderie R* = 0.644
Pride R’ = 0.607
Perceived GPTW R’ = 0.770
Note: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001
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