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4 BE O S ete FAREH
o 2l olalmAe] el AT
Hoct,

SANBAL BE oY 2o, 53
29 BAlel BARA] ol27AH) o5t

o\
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Uil 9lom, ofZAlL 135t QA 9
Stoh= HojlA E7HA A1 2A 8 AS Hi-5)
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RI19] WAAS Ae
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= AFte ARV AR fle A e
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(Yang, Kang, & Cha, 2015), |48t §EE 9lojol st} Bl El LEFIE (content
(Passow et al., 2005), }3]91(2004), 23]} validity), &7 (7]%) g% (criterion—related
A71(2018) 9] Aol 3P7gst G o) Hepol validity), 18] A EFY = (construct) S &
7} 559 A5 (Bryson, Quick, Slotterback, 3 W7}3tch(Hair, Anderson, Tatham, &
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Gil—Garsia, & Romero, 2012)9] ¥+, 1811 U BEE gdusis Aog 2Ar o] B
nAE woke] o] F® - ol A(2012) 52 St o] ofo] AT} Beste] oA} Al
Apgo] AHEEE A 3S Farsto] x4 29l TS 23 B EE Busis gHoa
S 7HEetal E}”EE ot . A 27E of gL WHolth, EAREEE 3 &
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FolA R, 45T MY, AWH Aze] o7 A 8ARAL AN A}, 474e) 8
718kt g5 =38, Ayt dajo] w2 oAk Qlo] 2&E A =54 7l 212 A &AL
g, AR Aol titt diA 5=, HHASl= 9] 57.4%% AAIFTE. (8Q11)2 16.8%, <2<l
71387, A&l sttt AE S, ARRA & 2= 15.3%, (8.813)2 13.2%, (834 = 12%
AT AN 57k Sof i3t Aew vehgeh, o) Wk RATh(Table 1) BE), Yubdow
29l HAA7L 30l4olw fejujsiria wek
2) 2047l YHiol A Aol HAXIA S B AFAE Badel BrbES A
2QIES Y Malmoh INEIGE HE  B3tol 4 vIw AHANE Ml 3 FH2 A
ok
BAE7|H WA ad=Edt AR HE QD AFEFA Y Aol AU e
& 919 ool IS ARG dAHem & FE, SuhE ALY fYdez AXT 4
A2 Q ol B X (Exploratory Factor Analysis: Q= A g3t Aoz ZI7)T WAL ‘H
EFA)S 53] 2018 ©55tw 229 Qoo ff A Yo wudc (Rt JREA
o AR = A (ZEHE duagh)E Sl St A A, ASA ket et
A A GAZ v 2] A (VARIMAX) W4 of A 22l Qg o] Ao gk o=
Table 1. The Result of the Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability of Government Reputation Index
Factors
ltems
1 2 8 4
The Agency is trustworthy. 766 034 200 137
Vis The Agency acts what it promises. 747 118 214 029
ision
The Agency has integrity. 710 184 170 183
The way in which the Agency works is ethically defensible, 559 157 301 251
The Agency's ouiput is of high quality. 267 752 084 055
A The Agency’s outout is sustainable. -090 698 136 338
i
Y The Agency’s employees are highly skilled in their profession. 340 694 128 079
The Agency is innovative and entrepreneurial in solving problems, —-064 618 216 384
The Agency uses all of the relevant evidence, 110 (155 754 088
- Decision meking in the Agency follows correct procedures, 295 133 Nex —-033
aimess
The Agency is ready to cope with complex situations, 370 159 573 170
The Agency has good leadership. 317 086 Kives 445
The Agency is respected socidlly. 234 183 -026 778
Ermotion The Agency ?S likable, : : _ 056 289 134 694
The Agency is good at responding to requests for information in an orderly 351 307 249 215
and timely manner,
Cronbech a 778 750 726 639
Eigen Value 3026 2.759 2.391 2.166

Variance Explained®% )

16810 15.326 13283 12.032

Cummulative Variance BExplained(%)

16.810 32.136 45419 57.451

KMO=925 Bartlett’s test of Sphericity: Chi-square= 2614.012, df=153, p=.000
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Table 2. Correlation Matrix

Ability Fairness Emotion

Vision

Government Agency Reputation

Factor
Covernment Agency Reputation

NV £0:0T T20Z ‘TT aunr ‘Aeplid 1e 09T'6ST €¥1°SZT dI Aq peojumoq [s[oies:iapinoid]

o

755

Vision

392
617

799"
782

Ability
Faimess

595" 473"

476

85"

Emoetion

* p<0.05, ™ p<0.01, ™* p<0.001

Table 3. Model Fit Measures of Government Agency Reputation Index

Parsimonious Fit Measures

Incremental Fit Measures

Absolute Fit Measures

AlC

RMR GH AGF] NFT IF 7L/ CFI

2

Mocel Fit

221,184

293184

025 931 901 887 927 .908 926

=84
=000
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=3 9
standardized factor loading), B+

=

( 4
(AVE: Average Variance Extracted), %t

#2 ,

A2l AZFE=(CR: construct reliability)dF<

79 WobHch, RUAAAA Ei LIS

7“XHQLO]ﬁr 54 WS AHEAE 9n
o

Oi Qo1

Hr}(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).

HHEY == M2 e Hes ole 1 5
g2 o= YR Zpol7} Hof gtk Ae &v]
she ZoR, TEEdS ddshs Ve 3

o o

WA AHASY AlgEg &

Fdo] okl BAHSHH(Fornell & Larker,
1981), URA[HFO.R OBt QA LY
< AR RN o|&o AT HYNEEL

[e]

(1) YUY RoIZMZ $O FAEIYE(42et
Y=, BHEIRE) 25
Ao Bl aelRA O] 13 8w
A}% B, 1% R‘ﬂﬂﬁé %

hgo, B4 aQuAe B 224 4

Figure 1. CFA(Confirmatory Factor Analysis)
—Government Agency Reputation

L ol e 221,184, AGELE 84,
AGFI®} GFI= 0.9 ojAo 2 A w3 gt
F2o| NWHE $AE B, F2 ARE A
57k 0,900 2 S FET SEOE hepit
tH(Table 3) =),

7} WHELOJOH rw 244 BE a9l

2 A acle] AREs 1o R teht 3
Fehehy w A Apgel drtn & & 9
C}(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).
HRolw By A Rle] B
I A S 7He] A Al = =
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Bizol HRIE BARK e

o7/t oo

Table 4. Verification of the Convergent Validity: Government Reputation Index

Average Variance

Latent Variable  Indlcalors Estimate 8 SE CR P Bxtracted %‘;’Zﬁgf
(AVE)
integrity 1.000 634
Vision defersk.)ﬂ.n.\/ 1.160 674 102 11.370 _ a7 %64
responsibility 973 630 085 11,453
frustworthy 1.069 .710 .090 11.852
quality 1.000 661
» sustainability 1.125 658 107 10.538
Ability - - 846 957
innovetive 1.164 648 112 10.421
skilled employee 1.006 664 095 10.604
relevent evidence 1.000 646
) oorrect procedure 915 570 .098 9.349 -
Faimess - 844 955
ready to cope 1.020 673 096 10,638
good leadership 1.048 640 102 10254 "
respect 1.000 .648
Ermofion likabilty 1.105 585 117 qas ™ 817 931
good responding 1.196 589 126 94 "
* p<0.05, ™ p<0.01, ** p<0,001
Table 5. Verification of the Discriminant Validity: Government Reputation Index
Average Variance
M (SD) Extracted Vision Ability Fairness Emotion
(AVE)
Vision 58 (.447) 872 1
Ability 395( 574) 846 392 1
Faimess a1 (469) 844 617" 459" 1
Emotion 04 (573) 817 476" 505" 473" 1

50t OIBHEIZYE ZAF

27 ol4ke] AMdEo] A& HEAo] UeA
o A H7lol= FAEIGE &= syl o3|
E}d = (nomological validity)+ 3Y HT=E
T8k el Sof Ralsl=
7holl that Aolth Adio|Ro| 23] o]u] o
H ANTPAE SAHETY JHBAE S T

o|27 0] 7Y

A% A% o] ZYETY ofsehst Huy
St Wimmer & Dominick, 2015).
718 WA AR FR
A o] JIMAAE EAlske] R T
HAGe THERES A Ak
AL e A Y EY A vigE =
2 9] 5E3 52| gt x| ZH(perception)©] il
(Carpenter, 2012), Z219] AlFA] 1} ZAA o
3k =3 o| 1 £33 el 7t} (Fombrun &
Van Riel, 1997). AHA1g]
o] 7H= AAA HE=o] dFon(EEF - A

|
£ B AuE

=

3 45020213 52 302) 21
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205, 2005), Aol et Fule A AR 4 e, Ael] s RS B
7F A8 A4 2 Aot o 45 g AEES AR A= SAI6H7] 3l wepA A
S Ml WS Bl WARY A ol AF gk AN W50l gE AAE 2
S agFoz gAsk: o wgol TrHels A AW wEe FANCHLAE,
= . 8314, 2015). E3] ARFNO EPAT 2008; Hetherington & Globetti, 2002). u}2}
RS Fuo Wy RAS AVARNT 3 A AR/R WAL ARA S ol
A7l ARAQD FRFadlor vyt A TR AR FARA = o]oj7l
o= AF7|H B 3y sHadY = e AAE 4 o
FU9 A4S & 4 Ak o] e A & ol HZS 93 nuye] Ay
AT WS ARo] e Aol GRS & FholEA g 110,592, AHHEL 83, AGF]
WA 5 ee AT - At o GRIE 0,9 o0 13 nge A 42

RAAAE A o) B B FHE o] e 2B B 28 AYE A
o= JfQle] AgFshe HEu Feo= Fod 0.9o1de g e ¢33t #Fow et

Vision

P1
Ability Government 691%*

Reputation

P2

Fairness

Emotion

Figure 2. The Relationship between Government Reputation, Trust, & Policy Support

Table 6. Model Fit Measures of the Path Model

Absolute Fit Measures Incremenial Fit Measures PEHIETNE (T

Moce! Fit Measures
x?2 RMR GFI AGFI NF IF 7L/ CFl AlC
110592
033 .020 946 910 964 974 965 974 154,592
=000

Table 7. Causal Effects

Path Direct Effect Indirect Effect Total Effect
Reputation —) Trust 806" 806"
Reputation —) Policy Support 557" 557
Trust — Policy Support 6917 6917

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, ** p<0,001
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Dimension Indicators
(1) The Agency hes integrty.
Vison 2 The way in which the Agency works is ethically defensible,
) The Agency acts what it promises,
(4) The Agency is trustworthy.
©) The Agency’s autput is of high quelity.
sty 6 The Agency's ouput is sustainadle.
) The Agency is innovetive and entrepreneurial in solving problems.
8 The Agency’s employees are highly skiled in their profession.
(©) The Agency uses dl of the relevant evidence,
— (10) Decision meking in the Agency follows correct procedures,
(11) The Agency is ready to cope with complex situations,
(12) The Agency has good leadership.
(13 The Agency is respected socially.
Ermotion (14) The Agency s likable.
(15) The Agency is good at responding to requests for informetion in an orderly and timely manner.
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Table 9. Model Fit Measures of the Reputation Index of the Ministry of Patriots and Veterans Affairs

Moce! it Absolute Fit Measures Incremenial Fit Measures Parsimonious Fit Measures
z? RMR GFI AGFI NF A 7L/ CHl AlC
180.646
a=84 022 941 916 962 979 974 979 252.646
=000

Table 10. Validation of The Ministry of Patriots and Veterans Affairs Reputation Index: Convergent Validity

Average Variance

. ) ) Composite
Latent Variable Indlicators Estimate Vs SE CR P EZal%ed Relizbillty
integrity 1.000 794
_ defensibility 923 763 054 17.021 -
Vision — e 985 985
responsibility 1.045 837 054 19,252
trustworthy 1.043 862 052 20070
quality 1.000 862
5 sustainebiity 984 848 045 »0
Ability - - .986 .987
innovative .900 714 054 16.704
skilled employee 888 804 044 20.125
relevant evidence 1.000 72
) oorrect procedure 1.006 753 .063 16.042
Faimess 981 982
ready to cope 1.013 .803 058 17.365
good leadership 992 765 061 16.365
respect 1.000 757
Emotion lialilty 1.188 789 070 17066 976 978
good responding 1.167 808 066 17574 7
AL 2o RN HRI|T PG o FAAYE A5k 0,900 7 vhg- GFaat
Zelg RS AEYTHD WA, ZHRF] AF  $208 Uedtt ©HO] AGFI} GFI= 0.9
£ ASE el IREA YA HAF oo A mYel A 120 /e A
o] glo] AA Ad=E Ued= kol Rk £ Ho|BngE dAEg o] tigh &eld Qs
A k2 180,646, AHfres 848 LRI A= 8 7hstt AeRE wdgitH((Table
A H o A o] &= = e 9 HA=x)
o el el 4ghg s wobsd 4= e 4 A7 AR Bt e Sl
TO 2 YEylth 2813} 7 MaeAbel= CR. > Al et et EedE 12|l o]sEid
£1.96, p=.0000]2=2 FoJohE & 4= Qo & A= Aol oY S AR AA, 2+
Aalmd, 58, 34, A e #F A aclol tiet A4, mE SHgE] #
sfe] AAhA 0501402 2 i) A7} shaclialgel B7h7)%e] BYHL, 9
o |

Qe Ao vehyt

1) F7HEER9] HeXks BTN HOIEES 285IE
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el =7} 3R EQH((Table 10) ZX).
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({Table 11) &%),

A, olSEYE AEE A 2AREA
wWAE bR g Aol dig A8 2 2k

B0l FRI[R BARK Tl

TA HAA A Y AR S AR, A=
Fo 78 AP A4S HW, RMR=.018,
GFI=.963, CFI=.982% % mg o] Ajt 52
& UEhth 3Ry HS A, S7HREA
g0l wotd s HEA o tigt At S
wo] Hax HAA| A B3t FriE= Ao U
EbdtH((Figure 3) F=). AdaRE] F3E
B 7hE A B2 BEA ] tigt 5119
ARE AA BEA AR Ao F&F& vA=
AR Yehd 2 & o Stk ole 7S

Table 11. Validation of The Ministry of Patriots and Veterans Affairs Reputation Index: Discriminant Validity

Average Variance
M (SD) Extracted Vision Ability Fairness Emotion
(AVE)
Vision 323.823) 985 1
Ability 2.82(716) 986 789 1
Faimess 313(719) 981 845" 816" 1
Ernotion 303(.825) 976 868" 829" 815" 1

Vision
.929*==

Ability

Reputation .799%#*

of MPVA*

Fairness

P1

.680%=*

Policy
Support

P2

. 926%%*

Emotion

¥ 2 =BAT27, a=18, p=000, GFI=963, AGFI=926, CF=982, RVR=018

Figure 3. The Relationship between Government Reputation, Trust, & Policy Support

Table 12. The relationship between Reputation, trust, and policy support in the case of Ministry of Patriots and Veterans Affairs

Path Direct Effect Indirect Effect Total Effect
Reputation —) Trust 7997 797
Reputation —) Policy Support 544 5447
Trust — Policy Support 680" 630"

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, ** p<0,001
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A Study on the Development of Reputation
Index for Government Agencies:
Application of the Case of the Ministry

of Patriots and Veterans Affairs in Korea
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Th purpose of this study is to develop the reputation index for Korean government
e agencies and evaluate the characteristics and importance of the reputation index
for government agencies. The government agency's reputation index development went
through three stages to refine the index and secure reliability and validity. In the first stage,
systematic literature reveiws on the reputation were done and the content validity was
examined through in-depth expert interviews. In the second stage, a survey was conducted
for the general public. Statistical analysis for the reliability and validity of the newly formed
governmental repuration index were performed through confirmatory factor analysis and
structural equation model analysis. In the third stage, the government agency's reputation
index was applied to the Ministry of Patriots and Veterans Affairs as part of confirming
predictive validity. Through these steps, it was confirmed that the government agency's
reputation index is composed of four factors: vision, fairness, ability, and emotion. The vision,
the fairness, and the ability factors consisted of 4 indicators, and the emotion factor consisted
of 3 indicators. In particular, the vision and the fairness factors are crucial to the reputation
of government agencies, and good leadership was found to be included in the faimess factors.
In addition, the reputation of government agencies appears to have a positive effect on
government trust and policy support, and these results demonstrate the effectiveness of
reputation management for the governmental trust and policy support. This study has
academic significance in that it has broadened the realm of reputation research by developing
an index that can be applied as a standardized indicator in the reputation of government
agencies. Futher studies on the evaluation of the government reputation would be necessary
to secure the robustness of the newly developed index.

Keywords: Reputation, Government agency's reputation index, Bureaucratic reputation, Government
trust, Policy support
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